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EDITORIAL NOTE 


CHESHIRE was one of only eight English counties for which the Victoria History 
published nothing before the First World War and one of only four for which nothing 
had still been published by the end of the decade following the Second World War. 
Possibly that neglect reflected the anomalies in the government of the former County 
Palatine and in the way in which its records were kept. In the nineteen-sixties members 
of the History Department of the University of Liverpool began to urge that the 
Victoria History should turn its attention to Cheshire, and in 1971 the Leverhulme 
Trust made a generous grant to the University of London, which owns the History 
and manages it through the Institute of Historical Research, towards the cost of the 
research, writing, and editorial work that was needed for the compilation of the 
History of Cheshire. The grant, made for seven years in the first instance and renewed 
in 1978 for a further period of seven years, was conditional on the securing by the 
University of London of the remainder of the funds necessary to complete the Cheshire 
History, and later in 1971 the Cheshire County Council agreed to pay an annual grant 
to the University sufficient to enlarge, and ultimately to replace, the money received 
from the Trust to the sum required for the payment of salaries of a County Editor and 
Assistant Editor and for other necessary expenses and fees. 

An Editorial Board on which the County Council, the Trust, and the University of 
Liverpool are represented supervises the progress and expenditure of the Cheshire 
History. Dr. B. E. Harris took up his appointment as County Editor in 1972, and was 
assisted by Dr. Judith Green on a temporary basis and by Dr. S. J. Lander from 1972 
to 1975. In 1976 Dr. A. 'T. Thacker succeeded Dr. Lander as Assistant Editor. 

The volume now published is the first to result from the partnership between the 
Cheshire County Council and the University of London. The University is able to 
take advantage of its responsibility for publication of the Cheshire History to express 
its deep and sincere appreciation of the generosity both of the Leverhulme Trust and 
of the Cheshire County Council, whose share of the total costs of compilation has 
been increased by the fall in the value of money. It also thanks the University of 
Liverpool most warmly for its part in inaugurating the project, for making a room 
available for the editorial staff in the History Department at Liverpool, and for giving 
other facilities. Cordial thanks are also offered to Chester College, which for the first 
year provided a room in Chester. 

The help of many people in the compilation of this volume is recorded in appropriate 
footnotes to the articles concerned; they are sincerely thanked, as are also Lady 
Ashbrooke, Dr. Stephen Baskerville, Sir Walter Bromley-Davenport, Mr. Stephen 
Lees and the Harvester Press, the Duke of Westminster, and the History of Parliament 
Trust for allowing access to materials, and to Dr. D. N. Cannadine, Dr. L. Colley, 
Mr. J. P. Cooper, Dr. A. Crowther, Mr. A. Thomas, and Dr. M. Wanklyn for reading 
and commenting on parts of the text. Among those having official custody of records 
that have been consulted it is a pleasure to acknowledge help beyond the normal call 
of duty from Mr. A. W. Mabbs of the Public Record Office and Mr. T. J. Donovan 
of the repository at Ashridge, Mr. B. C. Redwood (Cheshire County Archivist), and 
Miss A. M. Kennett (Chester City Archivist); among the material in Miss Kennett’s 
care is the Earwaker Collection belonging to the Chester Archaeological Society, 
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whose permission to consult documents in the collection is gratefully acknowledged. 
A particular debt of gratitude is owed to Professor A. R. Myers of the University of 
Liverpool for his untiring support for the Cheshire History and its editorial staff. 

The structure and aims of the Victoria History as a whole are outlined in the General 
Introduction, published in 1970. 
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THE EARLDOM OF CHESTER 
1070-1301 


HESHIRE was conquered by the Normans in the winter of 1069—70. In 1069 
the men of Chester, in alliance with the Welsh, had besieged Shrewsbury. 
William I led his army across the Pennines from York into Cheshire, and 
built castles at Chester and at Stafford. At about this time he gave the county 
of Chester first to the Fleming, Gherbod, and subsequently, after Gherbod’s with- 
drawal to Flanders, to Hugh (1), son of Richard vicomte of Avranches.! The date of the 
gift to Hugh is unknown, but Hugh seems to have been in possession of the earldom 
by 1077.2 
Evidence for the state of the earldom in the ensuing 170 years is sparse and its 
interpretation controversial. Few of the acta of the first three Norman earls have 
survived either in original or in later copies, and not all of the survivals relate to 
Cheshire.’ ‘They may, as in other counties, be supplemented by private charters,‘ 
but the records of the Exchequer, Chancery, and curia regis contain few references 
to Cheshire before 1237. Moreover, there is only one chronicle that deals in any detail 
with events in Cheshire during this period, and this, the annals compiled in St. Wer- 
burgh’s abbey, Chester, survives only in late manuscripts.’ Even Domesday Book 
throws little light on the administration of the county under Earl Hugh (1).° 
The succession of the earls is indeed known, though precise dates are often hard to 
ascertain.? Hugh (1) died in 1101, and was succeeded by his son Richard, who died 
in the White Ship in 1120. ‘The earldom then passed to Ranulph (1), nephew of 
Hugh (1). Ranulph died in 1128 or 1129 and was succeeded by his son Ranulph (II) 
(d. 1153); this Ranulph was succeeded by his son Hugh (IJ) (d. 1181), who in turn was 
succeeded by his son Ranulph (III). Ranulph (d. 1232) left no issue, and was succeeded 
by his nephew John ‘le Scot’, the 8th earl of Huntingdon, who died, also without 
issue, in 1237. Most of the earls were nationally eminent, though their importance 
derived as much from their possessions and interests outside Cheshire as from their 
lands and powers within it.’ ‘Their careers cannot here be traced. 
In spite of the paucity of evidence it is possible to reconstruct the administration 
of Cheshire in the early 13th century, under Ranulph (II). It should not necessarily 
be assumed, of course, that either Ranulph or his advisers were themselves responsible 


' Orderic Vitalis, Mccl. Hist., ed. Marjorie Chibnall, ii. 
228, 234. 

2 J. Tait, ‘An Alleged Chart. of Wm. the Conqueror’, 
Essays in Hist. presented to R. L. Poole, ed. H. W. C. 
Davis, 161. Tait believed that Hugh was made earl after 
the battle of Cassel (20 Feb. 1071). 

3 A. P. Duggan, ‘Chancery of Norman Earls of Chest.’, 
Liverpool Univ. M.A. thesis, 1951, pp. xxi-xxiv, lists only 
three acta of Hugh (1), two of Richard, and four of Ranulph 
(1). His figures for Ranulph (11), Hugh (11), Ranulph (111), 
and John are respectively 31, 28, 85, and 13. Further acta 
have come to light since 1951. 

+ See especially G. Barraclough, Facsimiles of Early 
Ches. Charts. 

5 Annales Cestrienses (R.S.L.C. xiv), introduction. 

6 A translation of the Domesday survey of Ches. is 
planned for another volume of the History. 
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7 Handbk. Brit. Chronology (2nd edn.), 420. The dates 
there given are followed, but the ‘surnames’ attributed to 
the earls, with the exceptions of those of Hugh (1) and 
John, are not used here since they lack contemporary 
authority. Expressions such as ‘Ranulph, the 4th earl’ are 
ambiguous, since such an enumeration depends on whether 
Gherbod or Hugh (1) be reckoned the first earl. 

8 The importance of lands outside Ches. given to Hugh 
(1) was noticed by W. J. Corbett: Camb. Med. Hist. v. 507. 
The argument is further developed by G. Barraclough, 
Earldom and Co. Palatine of Chest. (Oxford, 1953, re- 
printed from 7.H.S.L.C. citi), 12-16. 

® D.N.B. contains articles on Hugh (1), Ranulph (1), 
Ranulph (11), Hugh (11), and Ranulph (III). Sir Peter 
Leycester’s biographies of the earls, with additions by 
Ormerod and Helsby, are given in Ormerod, Hist. Ches. 
i. 0-44. 
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for inventing the Cheshire institutions which first appear in records at this time. The 
county formed one part of the honor of Chester, which included lands in many other 
English counties.'° It has been estimated that Ranulph was, at the time of Richard I’s 
death in 1199, the greatest landowner in England after Richard’s brother John.'! There 
is little evidence about the boundaries of the county in the century and a half following 
the Domesday survey. ‘To the west the area under Norman control diminished. The 
cantred of Englefield, the northern part of the modern Flintshire, was lost by the 
mid 12th century.!? In September 1146 the Welsh overran Cheshire itself, and were 
stopped only at Nantwich by Robert of Mold.!3 Henry II’s reconquest of Englefield 
in 1157 was short-lived.!4 Most authorities show the earls of Chester in possession 
of eastern Flintshire as far as Hawarden and Ewloe castles at the beginning of the 13th 
century.!5 The boundaries of the county towards England are no easier to define. 
Clitheroe and Whalley (Lancs.) were described in 1122 as lying in Cheshire.!© ‘The 
‘land between Ribble and Mersey’, associated with Cheshire in the Domesday survey, 
was given to Ranulph(II) in Stephen’s reign and again to Ranulph (III) by Henry III,?7 
but there is no evidence that it was ever administered as a unit with Cheshire. ‘The 
boundary to the east was the ill-defined area known as the Lyme.!® Parts of modern 
Staffordshire may have been in Cheshire in the 12th and early 13th centuries. The 
farm of the manor of Leek was rendered with the earl’s Cheshire farms in 1185 and 
further references from the late 13th century hint at an earlier association of Leek and 
its surroundings with Cheshire.'9 Apart from Leek the other demesne manors of 
whose farms accounts were rendered in 1185 were all within the area of the modern 
county: Middlewich, Northwich, Frodsham, Weaverham, Over, and Macclesfield.?° 
At the head of the administration stood the earl himself. Since his acta are undated 
it is impossible to discover how much time he spent in Cheshire. Ranulph (III) can 
only be shown to have been in Chester on four dates during a tenure of the earldom 
which lasted over forty years.?! By the 17th century there was a tradition that the earl 
had his own parliament, consisting of the ‘barons’ of Cheshire.?? The lay ‘barons’ are 
usually stated to have numbered eight (Halton, Mold, Nantwich, Malpas, Shipbrook, 
Dunham Massey, Stockport, and Kinderton) but, although the witness lists of comital 
charters often show that some of the ‘barons’ were present with the earl, there is no 
evidence that they constituted a ‘parliament’. The engraving of Earl Hugh (1) in his 
‘parliament’ which first appeared in King’s Vale Royal must be regarded as a flight 
of fancy: it shows the abbots of Combermere, Norton, and Vale Royal in attendance 
on the earl, although Combermere and Norton were founded in the 12th century and 
Vale Royal in the thirteenth.”3 Two of the ‘baronies’ were associated with hereditary 
offices, that of Halton with the office of constable of Chester and that of Mold with 
the office of steward. The former may certainly be traced from the time of Hugh (I).74 
Below the earl the chief administrative official was the justice, who seems in the time 
of Ranulph (III) to have held a position rather like that of the justiciar of England 


10 For the hist. of the lands of the honor outside Ches., see 19 Ches. in Pipe R. (R.S.L.C. xcii), 13; Cal. Chest. Co. 
W. Farrer, Honors and Knights’ Fees, ii. 1-293, and Early Court R. (Chetham Soc. N.s. Ixxxiv), 116, 237; cf. J. W. 


Yorks. Charts. ii. 193-255. Alexander, ‘New Evidence on Palatinate of Chest.’, 
1S. Painter, Reign of King Fohn, 20. E.HA.R. \xxxv. 726-8. 
12 J. E. Lloyd, Hist. Wales (3rd edn.), ii. 469-80. 20 Ches. in Pipe R. 13. 
13 Ann. Cestr. 20. 21 Ann. Cestr. 50, 56-8; Barraclough, Earldom, 31; 
4 Lloyd, Hist. Wales, ii. 496-500, 519-20. Barraclough, Early Ches. Charts. 47. 
15 e.g. W. Rees, Hist. Atlas Wales (3rd edn.), pl. 38. 22 W. Stubbs, Const. Hist. Eng. (5th edn.), i. 392 and n. 


16 J. Tait, Medieval Manchester and Beginnings of Lancs. 23 'The picture is reproduced in Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i, 


TSS. facing p. 358. For the painting on which it was probably 
17 Tbid. 170 sqq.; Cal. Chart. R. 1226-57, 101-2. based see frontispiece. 
18 Liber Luciani de Laude Cestrie (R.S.L.C. Ixiv), 65; 24 Domesday Survey of Ches. (Chetham Soc. N.s. Ixxv), 


Barraclough, Earldom, 38; Cart. St. Werburgh’s Abbey, 48-9; Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 52. 
Chest. i(Chetham Soc. N.S. lxxix), 105. 
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under the king. In the absence of the earl he presided over the county court.?5 In 
witness lists of Ranulph’s acta he usually occurs after the constable among the lay 
witnesses,”° although sometimes his name takes precedence over that of the abbot of 
Chester.?7 In the time of Ranulph (II) there is a reference to Adam, the earl’s justice,?8 
and a Ralph who may have been another occurs twice,?? but the importance of the 
office seems to begin in the time of Ranulph (III), when a continuous succession of 
known justices begins. The first was Ranulph de Mainwaring, who was succeeded, 
probably in 1202 or 1203, by Philip of Orby.3° Philip’s tenure of the office lasted until 
1229.3! He was a frequent witness of charters of Ranulph (III). From 1229 the office 
was regarded as sufficiently important for changes to be recorded in the annals of 
St. Werburgh’s abbey.3? After Cheshire was taken into the king’s hands in 1237 the 
justice became responsible for accounting for it at the Exchequer, thus assuming one 
of the characteristics of an English sheriff. There is, however, no evidence that those 
who farmed the earls’ lands earlier, during the minorities of Hugh (II) and Ranulph (111), 
were justices of Chester. 

Other officials included the chamberlain, the chief clerk, and the sheriff. Several 
chamberlains are known by name, but the nature of their office before 1237 remains 
obscure. The chief clerk occupied a position like that of a royal chancellor: both Peter 
the clerk, who witnessed at least 48 of the charters of Ranulph (III) and was rewarded 
for his services by grants of land and privilege, and his successor Simon, who replaced 
him c. 1226, were referred to on occasion as chancellors, though the term seems to 
have lacked official recognition.33 ‘The sheriff of Cheshire occupied a subordinate 
position with far less power and prestige than his counterparts elsewhere in England.34 
Below him was a staff which included, for maintaining law and order, some itinerant 
serjeants of the peace with power to billet themselves locally. ‘Their number was 
limited to twelve and their power to requisition provender was defined in the ‘Magna 
Carta’ of Cheshire issued by Ranulph (III).35 

Among the institutions of the county at this time there is evidence of the existence 
of an exchequer which may have been modelled on that of the king.3° There is, how- 
ever, little reliable evidence of its operation.37 ‘The earl may have had his own court 
apart from and superior to the county court.38 The few references to the earl’s ‘pleas 
of the sword’ do not enable us to understand their precise nature: they were apparently 
the counterpart in Cheshire of pleas of the Crown in England. ‘The earliest known 
mention of them occurs in a charter of Ranulph (III) to Peter the clerk, dated c. 1208- 
13, when they are reserved to the earl, as they are also in the ‘Magna Carta’ of 
Cheshire.3° The county court seems to have been a kind of curia regis in miniature with 
the addition of a minor jurisdiction. It dealt, for example, with actions of novel 
disseisin and mort d’ancestor.4° Ranulph (III) is said to have facilitated procedure 
by providing the court with a register of original writs.4' No plea rolls have survived 
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from his time, but there are examples of final concords made in the county court, ‘in 
the earl’s court’, and ‘before earl Ranulph and Llywelyn prince of Wales’.42 Sometimes 
final concords, and charters produced and read in the county court, were enrolled on 
what became known as the Cheshire Domesday Roll. The original of this is now lost, 
and its nature and contents were long misunderstood.43 It was a means by which the 
details of transactions could be preserved. Its authenticity was later unsuccessfully 
challenged by Roger of Sandbach on the ground that Ranulph (III) had arbitrarily 
decided what should be enrolled.4+ 'The roll continued to be used until the end of 
the 13th century, and in 1324 or 1325 it was delivered by the deputy of one justice 
of Chester to the deputy of another.45 Payments for enrolment are recorded on the 
early plea rolls.4 

The ‘Magna Carta’ which Ranulph (III) issued in favour of his Cheshire ‘barons’ 
in 1215 or 1216 shows the development of some characteristic Cheshire institutions.47 
The ‘barons’ were exempted from military service beyond the Lyme except with their 
consent, and at the earl’s expense. ‘They were allowed to hear in their own courts all 
pleas except ‘pleas of the sword’. ‘The charter accepted the local customs known as 
‘avowries’ and ‘thwertnic’, about the origins of which little is known. By means of 
avowry strangers were allowed to settle on the lands of the earl and of his ‘barons’ 
and enjoy their protection in return for an annual payment. Surviving references to 
the institution from the 12th century are few.+8 “Chwertnic’, better known in the form 
‘thwert-ut-nay’, allowed a ‘baron’s’ man to clear himself, if mpleaded without wit- 
nesses in the county court, by an absolute denial. The later plea rolls demonstrate its 
use.*9 ‘The charter also laid down maximum amercements of two shillings for a dooms- 
man and one shilling for a suitor at hundred and county courts.5° 

Little can be said of the financial organization of Cheshire before 1237. The county 
only appears on the Pipe Rolls during the minorities of Hugh (II) and Ranulph (IJ), 
when it was in the hands of royal keepers.5! ‘The accounts rendered in those years 
present puzzling features. ‘They are absent for the period of Hugh’s minority between 
1156 and Easter 1158, and for the period between 1174 and January 1177, when the 
earldom was apparently in the king’s hands following Hugh’s participation in the 
rebellion of 1173-4. The accounts from 1158 to 1162 are headed terra comitis Cestrie. 
They make no attempt to distinguish between income derived from Cheshire and that 
from the earl’s estates outside it. The lands were farmed for £294 except during the 
financial year 1161-2, when the farm was increased to £304. Between 1181 and 1187 
the arrangements made for the custody of the lands of Ranulph (III) during his 
minority were more complex. Separate accounts for the possessions outside Cheshire 
were rendered until Michaelmas 1184, the sums being described in the first year as 
‘issues’ and subsequently as a farm, though they varied from year to year. At Michael- 
mas 1184 the keeper’s debt outstanding from the previous fiscal year was described 
as arising de veteri firma comitatus Cestrie. 'The accounts for Cheshire itself show some 
confusion. For the first three years they are headed ‘Cheshire’, and afterwards ‘honor 
of Chester’. ‘he change appears to coincide with a change of keeper at Easter 1185. 
In one account only, that of Michaelmas 1185, the farms of the earl’s demesne manors 
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are separately listed. Macclesfield was also accounted for separately in 1183 and 1184. 
In the account for 1181-2 it is said that Earl Hugh (IT) had placed some of the Cheshire 
manors at farm, but otherwise it is impossible to tell whether the royal keepers were 
using an administrative machinery inherited from the late earl, or whether they were 
attempting to introduce a new organization. After 1237, when Cheshire once again 
appears on the Pipe Rolls, a similar difficulty is encountered.5? The 12th-century 
accounts throw little light on the administration of the county. 

The foregoing review of Cheshire administration under the later Norman earls, 
although necessarily incomplete, provides a background against which the extraordinary 
status of Cheshire among English counties may more clearly be seen. As early as 1450 it 
was claimed that Cheshire ‘hath been a county palatine, as well before the conquest of 
England, as continually since, distinct and separate from the crown of England’; it 
was supposed that Hugh (I) had been given the earldom by the Conqueror ‘to hold 
as freely to him and to his heirs by the sword, as the king should hold all England by 
the crown’.53 ‘The assumption remained unquestioned by writers of both national and 
local history until the fourth decade of the 2oth century: Cheshire could be described 
as an 7mperium in imperio.5+ 'The use of the term ‘palatinate’ to describe Cheshire before 
1237 appears to lack contemporary authority: the term itself is not indeed sanctioned 
by official usage until the 1290s.55 In 1293 a royal serjeant asserted that Earl Ranulph 
(III) had not been an earl palatine.5° Attempts have been made to show that evidence 
is also lacking for the quasi-regal powers traditionally claimed for the Norman earls.57 
Nevertheless, there appears to be abundant evidence that Cheshire stood apart, in 
the minds of contemporaries, from England. Although the importance of the county’s 
absence from the Pipe Rolls has been minimized,5* that absence reflects a considerable 
degree of independence. Thus there was no royal demesne in Cheshire. The chief 
administrative official, the justice of Chester, was neither appointed by the king nor 
responsible to him. The king derived no benefit from scutages or tallages levied in 
the county. Royal justices did not visit it; fines and amercements levied there did not 
reach the king. To this negative evidence may be added the absence of Cheshire from 
the inquests of military service taken in 1166 and 1212. 

These arguments, derived mainly from the absence of evidence, receive substantial 
positive confirmation by the end of the 12th century. In 1200 the king’s court respited 
an action so that inquiry could be made into the earl’s liberties in Chester: the result 
of the inquiry has not survived.5° 'T’o the monk Lucian the earl of Chester is a princeps. 
Lucian describes the independence of the earls, achieved through their own excellence 
and the indulgence of kings.°° The term princeps, implying territorial sovereignty, was 
also used of Earl Ranulph (III) in 1254, twenty-two years after his death.°' Matthew 
Paris, who said of Earl John (d. 1237) that as comes palacit he had power to coerce an 
errant king, praised the attitude of Ranulph (III) in refusing, in 1229, to allow clergy 
in his lands to pay tenths to the pope.® The distinction between Cheshire and England, 
made already by Lucian and repeated in the ‘Magna Carta’ of Cheshire in 1215 or 1216, 
continued to be recognized into the 13th century.®+ The repetition in substance of 
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four articles of the English Magna Carta in the Cheshire document implies that the 
former was not regarded as valid within the county.®’ There seem, in fact, to have 
been few exceptions to the general proposition that, where substantial evidence is 
available, Cheshire was largely autonomous. The Cheshire lands of the bishops of 
Coventry and Lichfield may indeed have been outside the earls’ control; these were 
of little significance, consisting, at the time of the Domesday survey, of the manors 
of Wybunbury, Farndon, Tarvin, Guilden Sutton, and probably Burton in Wirral, 
and of some land in Chester itself.°° During the minority of Earl Ranulph (III) 
Henry II could arrange for the transfer of lands, and made provision for the abbey 
of St. Werburgh; but after attaining his majority Ranulph was able to procure the 
removal of the king’s nominee as abbot.°7 The tradition, current by the end of the 
14th century, that Cheshire had rejoiced in a royal prerogative (regali gaudebat prero- 
gativa),°® is easy to understand. By 1237 Cheshire had, through a process obscured by 
lack of evidence, attained a position analogous to that of Durham: the comparison 
cannot be pursued in depth, however, since evidence of the powers and administration 
of both palatinates only becomes abundant later in the 13th century.°? 

The death without issue of Earl Ranulph (III) in October 1232 resulted in the 
partition of his lands outside Cheshire. His nephew, John ‘le Scot’, already earl of Hunt- 
ingdon, succeeded him as earl. When John died, also without issue, in 1237, the lands 
belonging to the earldom outside Cheshire were again partitioned. Cheshire itself was 
administered by royal servants.7° Stephen of Seagrave, Henry of Audley, and Hugh 
Despenser were sent to take over the administration of the county on 6 June, and 
sixteen days later detailed instructions were addressed to them.7! Seagrave was formally 
appointed justice of Chester.72 By 10 July, however, custody of the county had been 
given to John de Lacy, constable of Chester and earl of Lincoln.73 Associated with 
him were a new justice, Richard de Draycott, and a new chamberlain, Richard de 
Gatesden.7* John de Lacy had married Ranulph’s niece, and was, as constable of 
Chester, the leading Cheshire ‘baron’, but no attempt was made to re-create the earl- 
dom in his favour. In 1240 he died, and after what appear to have been interim 
arrangements75 a new administrative practice was devised whereby the justice was made 
directly responsible for the county to the Crown, rather than to a custos. In 1243 
Cheshire was assigned as part of Queen Eleanor’s dower,7° and four years later its 
annexation by the Crown was declared permanent.77 In February 1254 it formed part 
of the large grant made by Henry III to his son Edward, who was not, however, 
styled earl of Chester.78 

Under the Crown Chester was used as a point of muster and departure for royal 
operations against North Wales. Henry III first visited it in the late summer of 1241,79 
and used it as his base for the conquest of eastern North Wales from David ap 
Llywelyn.8° Chester was used similarly in 1245, 1257, 1277, 1282, 1287, and 1294.*! 
Lands conquered from the Welsh were at first placed under the control of the justice 
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of Chester. In 1241 an allowance of 100 marks made to the justice was stated to be 
for keeping the county and the castles of Chester, Beeston, and Dyserth.’? Dyserth 
(Flints.) and Deganwy (Caern.) castles were included in the Queen’s dower in 1247.83 
In 1249 the justice’s bailiwick was extended to cover the Four Cantreds (Rhos, Rhu- 
foniog, Dyffryn Clwyd, and Englefield).8+ These lands were, however, lost to Llywelyn 
ap Gruffudd by 1256, a position confirmed by the treaty of Montgomery in 1267.85 
The Welsh war of 1277 enabled Edward I to recover Englefield and Rhos, together 
with the castles of Flint and Rhuddlan (Flints.).8© The two cantreds, but not Rhuddlan 
castle, were included in the bailiwick of Reynold de Grey in 1281.87 Part of Rhos was 
granted to the earl of Lincoln late in 128388 and in the following year, by the statute 
of Rhuddlan, the new county of Flint was created, with a sheriff subordinate to the 
Chester justice and chamberlain.°®9 

In some ways the annexation of Cheshire brought the county more closely into 
line with ‘normal’ English counties. Except during the period 1254-72, when it was 
in the hands of the Lord Edward, Cheshire appears regularly in Exchequer and Chan- 
cery records from 1237 to 1301. Administrative orders were directed to the justices in 
the same terms as those addressed to the sheriffs of other counties; general writs were 
addressed ‘to the sheriffs of England and the justice of Chester’.°° Edward I’s com- 
missions of inquiry issued in October 1274 included Cheshire, and the replacement of 
many of the English sheriffs in the same month was paralleled by the appointment of 
Guncelin de Badlesmere as justice of Chester in place of Reynold de Grey.9! Under 
Edward Cheshire was made to contribute to the fifteenths exacted throughout the king- 
dom in 1275, 1281, and 1292.92 From 1237 first the custos and subsequently the 
justice accounted at the Exchequer, and Cheshire thus appeared once more on the 
Pipe Rolls. The county was not, however, treated by the Exchequer as a normal one. 
At first the practice was for detailed accounts of the farms of the demesne lands (the 
city of Chester, Frodsham, two-thirds of Shotwick, Gayton, Rushton, Weaverham, 
Over and Darnhall, Northwich, Middlewich, and Macclesfield) and of amounts arising 
from pleas of the county court and forests to be rendered.% It has been suggested that 
the amounts concerned, which show considerable increases over those brought in 
between 1181 and 1187, reflect the extent to which Earl Ranulph (III) had exploited 
the county’s resources.% It is, however, equally likely that the organization of the 
county’s revenues had been undertaken or at least begun by Stephen of Seagrave in 
1237.95 In January 1249 the justice, John de Grey, entered into a new arrangement 
by which he was to hold the county, together with the Four Cantreds, at farm for 
500 marks a year.°° Confusion was soon apparent, since Grey wrongly believed that 
he was no longer to be responsible for paying the fixed alms.2? The placing of the 
county at farm angered the men of Cheshire.9§ ‘The arrangement was renewed after 
a year,9® but only until the quindene of Easter 1250, after which Grey once more 
accounted as keeper.! In the following July Alan la Zouche was appointed justice, with 
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control over the Four Cantreds as well as over Cheshire, in return for an annual pay- 
ment of 1,000 marks.? There is no evidence about the financial arrangements made 
under the Lord Edward before 1270, when Reynold de Grey became justice :3 his farm, 
of Cheshire only, was 800 marks. Guncelin de Badlesmere, who succeeded Grey in 
October 1274, accounted once more as keeper; from December 1277, however, the 
revenues of the county were applied to the building of the abbey of Vale Royal.s In 1281 
Grey was reappointed, farming Cheshire and the cantreds of Englefield and Rhos for 
1,000 marks a year for eight years,° but the Welsh war necessitated a temporary sus- 
pension of the arrangement,’ and alienation by Edward I of some of the Welsh lands 
in Grey’s custody led to remissions of part of the farm in 1283, 1284, and 1285; when 
Grey’s appointment was renewed for a further eight years in 1290, the farm was set 
at 727 marks 8s.8 In 1299 Richard de Massey replaced Grey, and although it was appar- 
ently intended at first that he should be responsible, as approver, for all the issues 
of Cheshire and Flintshire, it was eventually arranged that he should hold the counties 
at farm for 1,000 marks a year.? 

A paradoxical result of the annexation of Cheshire by the Crown was renewed 
emphasis on the county’s individuality. It has indeed been argued with force that this 
period witnessed the creation of what might be called the ‘palatinate tradition’.!° When 
Stephen of Seagrave was sent to Cheshire in 1237, he was admonished to do justice 
according to the custom of the region.'' In 1249 the ‘barons’ and community of 
Cheshire sent to Henry III a list of complaints about infringements of local customs. 
On three of them the king ordered that the customs existing in the time of Earl 
Ranulph should be observed. At the same time the royal prerogative was emphasized: 
complaints that the king had infringed Cheshire custom in placing the county at farm 
and in appointing an escheator were dismissed.!* Moreover, the concessions made were 
suspended four months later ;!3 when, however, the county was placed at farm, emphasis 
was laid on the maintenance of local law and custom.'4 In 1251 further concessions 
were made in favour of local custom, repeating those granted and subsequently revoked 
in 1249.!5 The justice at that time, Alan la Zouche, provoked both complaints and 
resistance by high-handed actions towards the men of the county and of North Wales." 
In 1255 the authority of the Cheshire Domesday Roll was upheld.!7 In 1258 the Lord 
Edward issued letters patent confirming the customs of Earl Ranulph’s time.'® In the 
following year a further unsuccessful attempt was made to challenge the appointment 
of an escheator for the county.!9 The charter of liberties issued by Ranulph (IIT) was 
confirmed in 1265 and 1300.2° In 1273 Reynold de Grey, like Alan la Zouche twenty 
years earlier, was alleged to have contravened local custom.2! By 1301 Cheshire’s 
status within the kingdom was still in many respects exceptional. The term ‘county 
palatine’ was apparently first used, in an official record, to describe it in 1297.72 
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Cheshire, the Earldom of Chester, and the Crown! 


IN February 1301 Edward ‘of Carnarvon’, son of Edward I, was created prince of 
Wales and earl of Chester.? In the following April the prince’s Cheshire tenants did 
homage and swore fealty to him, and appointments were made to the chief administra- 
tive offices of the county, those of justice and chamberlain of Chester.’ During the 14th 
and 15th centuries it became the normal practice for the king’s heir to receive the 
titles, although no rule was established about a suitable age for the creation. Edward 
‘of Carnarvon’ was nearly seventeen when he was made prince and earl; his own son 
appears to have received the titles when only eleven days old. Between 1301 and 1547 
only two kings’ heirs never received the titles. Henry, son of Henry V, was less than 
nine months old when he succeeded to the throne in 1422.4 Edward, son of Henry VIII, 
although he was nine when he succeeded his father as king, had never been created 
prince of Wales or earl of Chester.’ If there was no earl, the administration of the 
county was conducted in the king’s name: that happened for rather more than half 
the period. ‘The creation of a new earl did not necessarily result in an immediate 
assumption by him of administrative power. Between 1454 and 1456, for example, and 
again between 1471 and 1473, sessions of the county court were held in the king’s name 
rather than in the earl’s.° In 1506 letters patent confirming and extending the franchise 
of the city of Chester were issued from the Chester Exchequer in the king’s name, 
though his son was earl of Chester.7 

After 1301 it was rare for kings or earls of Chester to visit the county. Occasionally 
such visits had administrative significance: thus the Black Prince’s visit of 1353 was 
expressly undertaken in order to deal with disorder in Cheshire.® That of Prince Arthur 
in 1499 was connected with the institution of quo warranto proceedings in the county.° 
No such importance appears to attach to the visits of Edward II to Chester in 1309!° or 
of Henry VII in 1495.!! Writers have occasionally been misled into inferring the 
presence of king or earl at Chester from the formula teste me tpso apud Cestriam which 
appears at the end of some of the charters granted to the city.!? The phrase, which 
appeared in all 15th-century letters patent issued by the Chester Exchequer and in all 
original writs, merely referred to the location of the palatinate seal. 

Since earls of Chester were usually infants at the time of their creation, the 
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administration of their estates was entrusted to councillors appointed by the king. 
Such a council might be authorized expressly to appoint ministers within Cheshire.'3 
In the later 15th century the council in the marches of Wales played a prominent part 
in Cheshire administration.'4 Representatives of the king’s or earl’s council were con- 
sidered to be almost permanently associated with sittings of the Chester Exchequer: 
those who made recognizances to keep the peace before the chamberlain of Chester in 
the 15th century were bound to appear within Chester castle before the king’s council 
there.!5 In 1436 representatives of the community of the county were ordered to appear 
coram consilio nostro apud Cestriam in scaccario ibidem to negotiate over the grant of 
a subsidy to the king: the deputy justice of Chester, the chamberlain, and two others 
including a baron of the national Exchequer met them on the king’s behalf.'® 

Under the successors of Edward ‘of Carnarvon’ as earls of Chester, whether they 
happened to be the kings themselves or their heirs, the institutions of the palatinate 
which have been observed in their early stages of growth were encouraged to develop 
more fully. The existence of those institutions, and of the distinctive records which 
they produced, has sometimes led to an exaggerated view of the county’s independence. 
Although it was possible for an official record to refer to “England and Wales and the 
county of Chester’ as late as 1399,!7 the county was, in general, subject to English 
statute law. Moreover, the appointment of officials in the palatinate often reflected 
national political developments. Thus Sir Robert Holland’s appointments as justice of 
Chester in 1307, 1311, and 1318-19 reflect the influence of his patron, Thomas of 
Lancaster.'8 The overthrow of Roger Mortimer in 1330 was accompanied by the 
replacement of his supporter, Sir Oliver Ingham, as justice by Sir William Clinton.!9 
From the late 14th century onwards, the justices of Chester were almost always figures 
of national political importance who could have had very little to do with the day-to-day 
judicial routine of the palatinate. In Richard II’s reign appointments of sheriffs and 
escheators in Cheshire often coincided with those of the same officials throughout the 
kingdom.?° The dynastic changes of 1399 and 1461 were accompanied by sweeping 
changes among the administrative personnel of the county.! 

Whenever the earldom changed hands, purges of the administrative officials of 
Cheshire might be expected. It is, however, impossible to trace a consistent policy 
governing such changes. In 1301 the justice, the chamberlain, and the sheriff were all 
replaced,?* but no such dramatic developments followed the creation of the Black 
Prince as earl in 1333. What appear to have been significant changes in 1376, following 
the resumption of the county by Edward III, become on closer examination mostly 
confirmations of existing appointments, and only the chamberlain was possibly re- 
placed.?3 In 1377 a new sheriff and, apparently, an associate justice, were appointed, 
but the existing justice, chamberlain, and escheator were confirmed in their offices.?4 
Similarly, the appointments of chamberlain, escheator, and sheriff in 1502, shortly 
after the death of Prince Arthur, were in fact confirmations.?5 
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In 1397 Cheshire, together with Flintshire and the confiscated lands of the earl of 
Arundel, was made into a principality by Richard II. The internal administration of 
the county appears to have been but little affected by the creation, which did not 
survive Richard’s deposition.° 

The appointment of officials in Cheshire was, throughout the period, unfettered by 
such restrictions as controlled similar appointments elsewhere in the kingdom. As a 
result many of the leading offices became, in the late 14th and 15th centuries, hereditary, 
or sinecures, or both. As early as 1318 Edward II claimed that he was unable to accede 
to Parliament’s request that he dismiss the justice of Chester, since the appointment 
belonged to his son as earl rather than to himself.27 Nevertheless kings could, and did, 
influence the appointment of Cheshire officials even when their heirs were in control 
of the earldom. In 1355 Edward III directed the appointment by his son of Thomas 
Warwick as constable of Chester castle, and in the following year the chamberlain was 
ordered to pay Warwick’s wages from the date of his appointment rather than from 
the time of his arrival to take up the post, since that too was the king’s will.28 In 1457 
Richard Tunstall was appointed chamberlain of Chester for life by Henry VI. The 
appointment, however, required ratification in the name of the three-year-old prince 
of Wales, and on ratification the tenure was converted from life to pleasure.?9 


Administration of Fustice 


At the beginning of the period the justice of Chester had wide administrative powers. 
In 1308 he was said to be tenens locum domini regis.3° In April 1301 Sir William Trussell 
was given custody of Cheshire and Flintshire, and of the manors of Macclesfield and 
of Overton (Flints.), with the castles of Chester, Rhuddlan (Flints.), and Flint. He was 
to appoint constables to the castles, and was to receive {100 a year as his fee.3! His 
predecessor had been empowered to lease out demesne lands and offices,3? and that 
power seems to have continued to be exercised by the justices. ‘Trussell’s predecessor 
had held his office at farm, and it was often farmed in the early 14th century. Sir 
William Ormesby succeeded Trussell before May 1307333 the terms of Ormesby’s 
appointment are unknown, but his successor, Sir Robert Holland, appointed in August 
1307,34 seems to have farmed the office, since Sir Pain Tiptoft who replaced him on 
the same terms in 1309 was accounting for a farm of 1,000 marks in 1311. The farm was 
then increased to £1,000. Shortly afterwards Holland was reappointed, with his farm 
set at the lower figure, but it too was increased within a month of his appointment.?5 
Wardships, reliefs, escheats, marriages, and the like were reserved to the king.3° When 
Edward, son of Edward II, was given Cheshire in 1312, Holland was replaced by Sir 
Hugh Audley the elder.37 The chamberlain’s account surviving for 1312-13 implies 
that Audley did not farm the office, but no mention was made of his fee. From Easter 
to Michaelmas 1315, however, he was granted {50 for the expenses of his household.3§ 

There is no evidence whether the succeeding justices, Sir John Sapey (1318), Sir 
Robert Holland (1319-22), and Sir Oliver Ingham (1322-5) were farmers or not, but 
Sir Richard Damory (1325-8) was paid a proportion of his fee of {100 for the period 
from December 1326 until the following Michaelmas.39 In February 1328 Ingham 


26 R. R. Davies, ‘Ric. II and Princip. of Chest.’, Reign 33 Tout, Place of Reign of Edw. IT, 337-8. 
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was appointed once more, at first in return for the usual annual fee but from November 
as farmer, for life, at 1,000 marks yearly.4° As a supporter of Mortimer, Ingham lost 
his office in 1330, and his successors Sir William Clinton (1330-5) and Sir Hugh Frene 
(1335-6) were paid the yearly fee of {100.41 Nevertheless at Michaelmas 1336 Sir 
Henry Ferrers received the county at farm, and continued so to hold it until his death 
in 1343, as did his successor and relative Sir Thomas Ferrers.4? The latter surrendered 
his office in July 1346, although his agreement with the Black Prince’s council had 
three more years to run, and was re-granted it with {100 a year. The appointment 
was intended to last until Easter 1349, when it was apparently renewed, since Ferrers 
remained justice until his death in 1353.43 The reason for the change in his terms of 
service is unknown, but it may have been financial: in 1347 he was said to be trying 
to recover debts due to him from the time when he had been farmer.‘4 

From the mid 14th century the justice’s position as the supreme head of county 
administration declined, and he became almost exclusively concerned with judicial 
administration. Thus in 1377 Sir Thomas Felton and John de la Pole were made 
‘justices of Chester for holding pleas’, an appointment far removed in tone from that 
of Trussell in 1301.45 At the same time the office became increasingly a sinecure to be 
performed by deputies. It has been argued that Sir Thomas Ferrers was the last of the 
medieval justices to exercise his office in person.*© Deputies in the office occur, indeed, 
as early as 1307.47 In 1325 the appointment of a new justice was accompanied by the 
transfer of the ‘bag called Domesday’ to his deputy by his predecessor’s.48 In the 1320s 
writs were addressed to ‘the justice or his deputy’, a form of address which became 
common in the 1340s and 1350s.49 Conversely, there is evidence of the ‘personal 
involvement of some of the justices of the early 14th century in the office. In 1310 
Tiptoft refused to obey a royal command to remove a man appealed of felony and held 
in Macclesfield gaol to Nottingham. He defended his action in the county court by 
claiming that it would be contra statum domini regis, comitis Cestrie to do so.5° Ingham’s 
appointment in 1322 was avowedly made for military reasons, and implies that he was 
expected to take action within the county.5! At the first county court held by Damory in 
1325 it appears that he asked for information about the status of the doomsmen and 
suitors there.5? 

The first deputy justice about whom much evidence has survived was John Delves, 
who held a like position in North Wales, and who in 1354-5 was receiving {40 as his 
fee out of the {100 a year allotted to his superior.53 Although Delves was always 
addressed as deputy, it is clear that the Black Prince’s council treated him as effectively 
justice. In 1354 he was ordered to prolong the county court session for as long as should 
be necessary. Five years later the chamberlain was notified that Delves could not be 
present at the next county court.54 His superior, Bartholomew Burghersh the younger, 
was empowered on his appointment in 1353 to act himself or by deputy.55 Burghersh 
and his successor Sir Thomas Felton, appointed in 1370, spent much of their periods 


49 Cal. Pat. 1327-30, 242; Ches. Chamb. Accts. 108; Cal. 46 Booth, ‘Financ. Admin.’, 53-4. 
Fine R. 1327-37, 113-14. 47 Arley Charts. ed. W. Beamont, 35. 
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of office abroad in the Black Prince’s service.56 Under Richard II a succession of 
noblemen held the post of justice of Chester: the king’s half-brother, John Holland, 
appointed in 1381; Edmund, duke of York, in 1385; Robert de Vere, duke of Ireland, 
in 1387; Thomas, duke of Gloucester, in 1388; Thomas, earl marshal and earl of 
Nottingham, in 1394; and William le Scrope, earl of Wiltshire, in 1398.57 Most of 
them appointed deputies.5* One such deputy, Thomas Molineux, who was killed at 
Radcot Bridge in 1387, was described by a chronicler as justice.59 No change of policy 
resulted from the change of dynasty in 1399. Henry IV’s first justice of Chester was 
Henry Percy; other noblemen to hold the office were Gilbert, Lord Talbot, appointed 
in 1403, Thomas, duke of Exeter, in 1420, Humphrey, duke of Gloucester, in 1427, 
William de la Pole, earl of Suffolk, in 1440, John, earl of Shrewsbury, in 1459, and 
Thomas, Lord Stanley, in 1462. Thomas, created earl of Derby in 1485, remained 
in the office until his death in 1504. His son George, Lord Strange, was appointed 
jointly with him, in survivorship, in 1486, but died in 1497.®! 

Records of the county court, such as judicial writs, final concords, and the headings 
of plea rolls, assume the presence of the justice at the court’s sessions. It has been 
shown that that type of evidence is not conclusive elsewhere in the kingdom as early as 
the 13th century.°? T'wo examples from the time when Humphrey, duke of Gloucester, 
was justice of Chester will illustrate its unreliability for Cheshire. Gloucester is shown 
on the plea rolls as presiding over sessions of the county court on 25 April 1430 and 
on 22 May 1431.°3 On the first occasion he is said to have been at Canterbury. Five 
days before the second he was at Abingdon (Berks.), and it is unlikely that he could 
have travelled thence to Chester in time for the county court.®* In any event it is 
doubtful whether Gloucester’s position at the centre of English affairs would have 
allowed him to spend time on routine judicial matters in a remote part of the realm. 
Nevertheless, even the most ‘political’ of justices could arouse passions among the 
inhabitants of the county. In 1393 a rising in Cheshire was said to have been caused 
by fears that the justice was plotting to withdraw the county’s franchises.% 

The earl of Derby’s death in 1504 was followed by an apparent change in the policy 
of appointments to the office of justice of Chester. Derby’s successors were men with 
legal experience. The first was the elder Sir Thomas Englefield, who had been made 
a deputy justice in 1486 and had regularly appeared in that capacity since 1498. 
From 1513 his son Thomas was associated with him.®? The younger ‘Thomas succeeded 
to the office on his father’s death, and he and his successors Sir William Sulyard 
(1538-40), Sir Nicholas Hare (1540-5), and Robert ‘Townshend (appointed in 1545) 
were lawyers.®® Nevertheless the practice of exercising the office by deputy continued 
to the end of the period. Among Thomas Cromwell’s notes made in October 1533 
of ‘acts necessary to be made at this Parliament’ appears, ‘that the justice of Chester 
shall not occupy by deputy’.°? The intention was not carried out. In 1537 Bishop Lee 
of Coventry and Lichfield wrote to Cromwell to notify him of Englefield’s death. ‘The 
latter’s activities with Lee in the Welsh marches could have left little time for him to 
exercise the office of justice of Chester.7° On the following day John Packington wrote 

56 D.N.B. For Felton’s appointment see 36 D.K.R.179. Soc. liii), p. xliv. 
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to Cromwell to offer 100 marks for the office, which he obviously regarded as a source 
of income rather than as a position requiring his personal attendance, since he men- 
tioned it as a means of overcoming his financial burdens. 7! Both Hare and Townshend 
appointed deputies soon after their own appointments.7? The system had reached 
extravagant limits by the end of the period, for in 1480, 1481, and 1537 the deputy 
justices had themselves had others appointed to act for them.73 

From 1388 there is evidence of special commissions of justices to afforce the county 
court. Such commissions were sometimes emergency measures taken during a vacancy 
in the office of justice. The first, in January, 1388, was headed by the duke of Ireland, 
who had in fact fled after the battle of Radcot Bridge and had been replaced as justice 
two days before the commission was issued.74 Between March and August 1388 there 
were five more such commissions; they may have been intended to provide men to 
preside over the county court until the appointment of a new justice had taken effect. 
The duke of Gloucester was appointed on 8 June, but his deputy was not appointed 
until 31 July.75 The pro hac vice commissions are dated between March and August.76 
The next date from January 1393 and March and April 1394.77 The earl of Nottingham 
was made justice in March 1394, and his period of office is marked by further such 
commissions in September 1394, March, April, and August 1395, May 1396, and 
February, July, and October 1397.78 Their numbers then decreased until 1413-14 and 
again until 1427-31.79 ‘Those of January, February, and April 1427 appear to be emer- 
gency measures between the death of the justice, Thomas duke of Exeter, in December 
1426, and the appointment of his successor, Humphrey duke of Gloucester, in the 
following May.’° Under Gloucester such commissions were issued in June and Decem- 
ber 1429, in June, August, and September 1430, and in January and March 1431.*! 
During those years they were dated on the day when the county court session began, 
and were enrolled at the head of the plea roll which recorded its proceedings. The 
session was then said to be held before all the justices named, including the justice 
himself.®? It is impossible to establish a link between the appointments and the known 
absence of the justice. On the two dates mentioned above on which it is unlikely that 
Gloucester can have been present, the county court was not afforced.*’3 His absence 
from one session when it was afforced might be deduced from the fact that the clerk 
writing the heading of a rotulet of the plea roll omitted to write the duke’s name first 
and had to insert it.84 

After 1431 the pro hac vice commissions become rare. That of May 1461, which 
included the earl of Warwick, fell between the accession of Edward IV and the appoint- 
ment of John Needham as justice in the following July.85 The commission of August 
1504, which included Thomas Englefield, followed the death of the justice, the earl of 
Derby, by less than a month, and preceded Englefield’s permanent appointment as 
justice. 86 

Those appointed to the pro hac vice commissions were usually either men of local 
standing, such as the abbots of Combermere and St. Werburgh’s, Chester, and John 
Bruen of ‘Tarvin, or men of legal training such as Hugh Holes, who was appointed 
a King’s Bench justice in 1389, and Henry Birtles, serjeant at law. Some at least of 
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the deputy justices were also men of law. Before his appointment John de la Pole had 
acted as the earl of Chester’s advocate in quo warranto pleas.87 James del Holt rose 
from the position of serjeant at law to that of justice of Chester.88 Hugh Holes, Roger 
Horton, and John Needham may indeed have found the service of the law in Cheshire 
a useful stepping-stone to a wider legal career.®9 

The Cheshire county court was distinguished from other similar courts in the king- 
dom more by reason of its rules of procedure than because of the law which it adminis- 
tered. The law of Cheshire was, in general, that of the kingdom as a whole.°° The 
court itself had competence over all civil and criminal actions.9! It could also review 
decisions of other courts, such as the Pentice Court of Chester, through the issue of 
a writ of error.°? It met eight or nine times a year, at intervals which could be as short 
as two or three weeks.93 ‘The most regular date of meeting in the mid 15th century was 
the Tuesday after the close of Easter: sessions began on that day in every year between 
1442 and 1485 except 1461 and 1471. In the same period sessions opened more often 
than not on the Tuesday after Trinity and the second or third Tuesday in January.% 
In 1339 sessions were said to last from ‘prime on Tuesday to sunset on Wednesday’, 
but soon afterwards it was held that they could be extended until adjourned, and in 
1354 the deputy justice was ordered to hold the court for as long as should be neces- 
sary.°5 Judicial writs were usually dated on the Wednesday of a county court session, 
but occasionally on a Thursday.% 

In Cheshire the county court was nominally held not before the sheriff as in Eng- 
land, but before the justice of Chester, although in practice, as has been shown, 
either his deputy or a group of pro hac vice justices must often have presided. Final 
concords were said to be made before the justice and a group of persons whose names 
replaced those of the justices of the bench in a normal English concord. Of 78 final 
concords which have been examined for the period from 20 Henry VI to 22 Edward IV 
(both years inclusive), all but 12 were said to be made before the justice (two joint 
justices between 22 and 28 Henry VI) and 5 others, of whom 3 were always knights.97 

Among the others present at county court sessions were doomsmen and suitors. In 
the normal English county court there seems to have been a progressive tendency to 
regard the doomsmen and suitors as a single body, but that was not so in Cheshire.98 
In 1325 a newly appointed justice sought information on the role of the two groups. He 
was told that both held their lands in return for the obligation to serve. ‘They helped 
the justice to render judgements. First the doomsmen gave their opinion, which the 
suitors either accepted or rejected. In case of disagreement a majority decision was 
taken, though it is not clear how it was reached. Any party dissatisfied with a judgement 
could procure a writ of error from the king. When the writ reached the county it might 
be debated during three sessions, and the judgement could be reversed. If, however, 
it stood, and was later found to be false, the doomsmen and suitors were liable to an 
amercement of {100.99 Such an amercement occurs in 1342.1 At that time 31 doomsmen 
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were mentioned. A 17th-century copy of a list of doomsmen and suitors dating from 
36 Edward III (1362-3) names a total of 52 doomsmen and 69 suitors from the six 
hundreds which were represented at the county court; Macclesfield hundred, which 
had its own courts, sent no doomsmen or suitors to the county court.2 Each doomsman 
or suitor was regarded as representing a particular vill; the same man or woman could 
represent a group of vills, and those liable to service could appoint others to act in 
their place. In 1418 Peter Dutton was given custody of two-thirds of the lands of Hugh 
Venables of Kinderton during the minority of Hugh’s heir. In 1423 Dutton was 
allowed to perform by attorney the duty of the younger Venables as doomsman for 
Kinderton, Witton, and Sproston.3 In the 1530s doomsmen from 46 vills were each 
fined 6s. 8d. ‘because they did not come to render judgement on felons convicted of 
felony, as they used to do’; it has been argued that the fines represented an attempt 
to revive a practice which had been extinct for some time.* In 1390 ten doomsmen 
were each fined 2s. for non-attendance at the county court.5 Judgement on convicted 
felons was said to be given by the doomsmen in 1464.° 

At each county court session a grand jury? was impanelled, whose task was to consider 
bills of indictment. Not all those impanelled were sworn to the jury. Between 1442 
and 1460 the numbers of jurymen on panels varied between 11 and 25, though most 
panels contained between 18 and 21 names. The number actually sworn varied between 
g and 17, with most juries consisting of 12 to 14 men. Jury service was extremely 
burdensome to some individuals. Seventeen men were each impanelled on 20 or more 
occasions between 1442 and 1461. Thus Hamon del Lee appeared on 48 jury panels 
in that period, and he was sworn to the jury on all but 6 occasions. Thomas Kyncy, 
on the other hand, was impanelled 20 times but only sworn on 11. The figures 
represent a minimal estimate of jury service performed by those named, since only 
107 jury lists have survived from the 161 county court sessions held during those 20 
years, and in 31 cases only the names of those actually sworn are known. What appears 
to be a list of those liable to jury service in all seven hundreds of Cheshire for 1445 
lists 493 names.® It is obvious that, as was to happen in the late 16th and 17th centuries, 
jury service fell most heavily on a small group of men rather than evenly throughout 
the group. 

Civil actions in the Chester county court seem to have resembled those of the central 
courts of the kingdom in most particulars. They were begun by original writs in the 
name of the earl or king, attested at Chester.? There were, however, some divergences 
from common English practice. In the 14th century the limit of legal memory, in 
actions of novel disseisin, was placed at the accession of John de Scotia as earl of 
Chester (1232); in those of mort d’ancestor it was set at the time when Earl Ranulph 
III took the Cross (1215).!° Furthermore, there were no law terms in Cheshire; 
business was adjourned to the next county court session.!! There is no evidence how 
far ahead the court’s sessions were planned. Judicial writs returnable at the following 
session always give its exact date, while long-term mainprises use a more general date. 
Thus of five mainprises recorded at the county court session of 3 October 1441, two 
were to extend until the court after Christmas next, one to the county court after 


2 Chester R.O., CR63/2/26, ff. 108-9. 8 Chester R.O., CR63/1/7, unfoliated: a 1o9th-cent. 
3 Ibid., CR63/2/24, p. 36. transcript of a 16th-cent. copy of the original list. Cf. J. P. 
4 3 Sheaf, x, p. 46. Earwaker, East Ches. i, pp. xxv—xxvi and 16. 

5 Chester 38/15 rot. 3. 9 See examples among the sess. files (Chester 24). 

6 Chester 29/168 rot. 17d. 10 Sharp, ‘Contributions’, i. 88-9. 

7 The following paragraph is based on inf. supplied by 11 e.g, successive postponements of an action of debt, 


Miss Clayton from analysis of Chester 24/36-43 and Chester 29/165 rot. 2d. 
Chester 25/14. 
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Midsummer next, and the remaining two to the county court after Michaelmas a year 
thence; the courts actually met on g January, 24 July, and 2 October.'? 

The court entertained all criminal actions. Criminal process was usually begun by 
a grand jury indictment, though indictments made before the justice in his eyre, and 
before the sheriff in his tourn, as well as those sent up from the Macclesfield courts and 
the forest courts were also taken up by the county court, and the names of those 
indicted at the inferior courts were inserted on the calendar roll.!3 In the mid 15th 
century the heading placita corone on the county court plea roll normally introduces 
the record of the various stages in criminal process: an indicted person whose appear- 
ance had not been secured by writs of venire facias (in criminal trespass), capias, alias, 
or pluries was exacted at four consecutive county court sessions. If he still failed to 
appear, he was mainprised by the crier of the court to yet another session and finally 
outlawed.™4 

Those indicted for trespass usually preferred to submit to the court’s mercy and to 
pay a fine rather than undergo the uncertainties of jury trial. Five men indicted for 
trespass on 10 January 1464, having been exacted four times in the county court, 
placed themselves in the court’s mercy on 5 March 1465.!5 In cases of felony, however, 
the accused, if brought to court at all, would be tried at gaol delivery. A routine task 
of the court was the delivery of Chester castle gaol. One or more gaol delivery juries 
were usually impanelled and sworn at those county court sessions whose records have 
been examined for the mid 15th century; there is no apparent connexion between the 
jurors and the localities where the crimes were committed, since one gaol delivery jury 
could try a group of people accused of crimes committed at different times and places 
and, indeed, indicted at different courts.!° Although technically delivered from the 
gaol in Chester castle, many of the accused had in fact been released on mainprise. 
If they were subsequently acquitted, they had to pay a fine pro sueta prisone.'7 

The record keeping of the county court was of a high standard. Sessional files have 
survived from the mid 14th century.!* Those for the period 1442-85 have been assigned 
to their sessions and examined in detail. They contain original and judicial writs in 
civil actions; judicial writ in criminal cases; grand jury panels and the bills of indict- 
ment that were found; gaol delivery juries with notes on their verdicts; writs of 
summons for juries in civil actions, with jury panels attached and, where possible, 
notes of the verdicts; indictments sent up from other courts; notes of final concords 
attached to the writs of precipe which originated the actions; notes of mainprises, 
attorneys, and pledges of fines.!9 It is likely that many of the more formal records of 
the court were compiled between its sessions from the notes which appear on the files.2° 
Of those formal records the most important are the plea rolls which record the various 
stages in civil and criminal actions, gaol deliveries, and amercements imposed. The 
names of the grand jurors who were sworn, and the details of the bills of indictment 


12 Chester 26/16 rott. 5-5d compared with Chester 17 e.g, Chester 24/58, sess. Tues. after Trinity, 1 Edw. 
29/147-8. V. Cf. R. Stewart-Brown, ‘Suete de Prisone’, E.H.R. 
13 e.g. Chester 20/3. xxiv. 506-10, and for earlier use of the term sueta prisone, 


14 e.g. process against Wm. son of Lawr. Starky late of R. B. Pugh, Imprisonment in Medieval Eng. 168. 
Northwich between Jan. 1464 and Jan. 1465: Chester 18 Chester 24: see P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. XL, 13. 
25/15 rot. 5 (indictment); Chester 24/46, sess. Tues. in 19 Chester 24/35-58. A paper slip has been attached to 
5th wk. of Lent, Tues. after close of East., Tues. after each file giving its session date, and a detailed list of the 
Trinity, 4 Edw. IV (capias, alias, and pluries); Chester contents of those pieces has been given to the P.R.O. with 
29/168 rott. 14, 16d, 20d, 25d, 29, 33 (enrolments of a brief analysis of their contents. 


process on plea roll); Chester 27/1 rot. 4 (outlawry roll). 20 The following description is based on an analysis of 
15 Chester 25/15 rot. 5; Chester 29/168 rot. 33; Chester Chester 20/3, Chester 25/14~-15, Chester 26/16-19, Chester 
29/169 rot. 3d. 27/1-2, Chester 29/147-87, Chester 31/31-5, and Chester 


16 Ex inf. Miss Clayton from analysis of Chester 24/ 37/6 made by Miss Clayton. 
35-58 and Chester 25/14-15. 
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which they found true, were enrolled formally on the indictment roll. From that roll 
a calendar roll was compiled, giving merely the names of those indicted and the type 
of indictment, felony or trespass being the most common. The purpose of the calendar 
roll was presumably to enable the clerks to compose writs of capias, etc., and records 
of process enrolled on the plea rolls, without the need to read through the detailed indict- 
ments on the indictment roll. The names of those eventually outlawed were enrolled 
on an outlawry roll. Where parties in an action chose to be represented by attorneys, 
the names of the latter were enrolled on the warrants of attorney roll. 

The term ‘eyre’ in the legal history of Cheshire had two distinct meanings. In 1353 
the Black Prince proclaimed a general eyre in the county; the community of the county 
complained that such an eyre would contravene their liberties, and in return for a 
proffer of 5,000 marks it was respited for thirty years and a commission of trailbaston 
substituted.?! In 1499 a general eyre was again proclaimed, this time as a vehicle for 
the investigation of franchises.?* ‘The term more usually refers to a visitation conducted 
by the justice of Chester, in theory once a year, of all the hundreds of Cheshire except 
Macclesfield.23 During the course of the eyre juries were impanelled in the places visited 
by the justice, and their indictments were subsequently transferred to the county court 
for action.*4 The justice also heard civil pleas, initiated by bill rather than by writ. 
Actions could be adjourned from one place to another on the justice’s circuit, and 
from the eyre to the county court.?5 A sheriff’s tourn is also recorded for the first time 
in 1377.7° By Edward IV’s reign it displayed, in criminal cases, similar characteristics 
to the justice’s eyre: in each of the six hundreds (Macclesfield again being excluded) 
a jury was impanelled, and indictments for felony and trespass were recorded.?7 ‘The 
indictments were, like those made before the justice in his eyre, transferred to the 
county court.?8 


The Exchequer of Chester 


The chamberlain of Chester emerged in the 14th century from comparative obscurity 
to become the leading administrative official of the palatinate. Throughout the period 
he appears as a financial officer, accounting to the king or earl for the issues of Cheshire 
and Flintshire, except during those periods when the justice of Chester farmed his 
office.2? The accounts were normally audited in Chester.3° During the early 14th 
century, however, the chamberlain was expected to travel outside his bailiwick at need. 
In 1320 Richard Bury spent nine days in London at the Exchequer at the close of 
his predecessor’s account.3! Some six years later a former chamberlain claimed expenses 
which he had incurred in travelling to make liveries of money from Chester to London, 
Kenilworth (Warws.) (twice), and Woodstock (Oxon.). He had spent in all fifty days 
in those journeys.32 By the mid 14th century the chamberlain was making six or 
seven liveries a year to the Black Prince’s receiver-general at Westminster, though not, 
by that time, in person. Much attention was paid, under the Black Prince, to the 
chamberlain’s account. In 1347 a clerk was appointed, at a fee of {10 yearly (half as 
much as the chamberlain’s) as controller of all pleas, receipts, and issues belonging to 


21 Northern Hist. xii. 16-31. Chester 19/T1. 
22 F.H.R. xlix. 678-82. 27 Chester 19/6. 
23 Sharp, ‘Contributions’, i. 192-4; Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. 28 Cf. Chester 19/6 rot. 6 and Chester 29/48, sess. Tues. 
Rey Pekxix after Trin. 8 Edw. IV. 
24 Chester 24/38 contains a bdle. of indictments before 29 See pp. 11-12. 
the justice in his eyre from 20 to 32 Hen. VI. 30 What follows relies much on Booth, ‘Financ. Admin. 
25 e.g. Chester 17/8 rott. 20, 23, 28. passim. 


26 Sharp, ‘Contributions’, i. 204. An earlier date has 31 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 94. 
been suggested by Mr. P. H. W. Booth from analysis of 32 Tbid. 97-9. 
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the offices of justice and chamberlain. Four months after the appointment it became 
obvious that the new system was not working satisfactorily: the chamberlain was told 
to let the controller attend both his petty receipts and his liveries, and to provide locks 
and keys for the treasury door in Chester castle, and a locked chest for keeping current 
records. he chamberlain, the justice, his deputy, or their clerk, and the controller 
were each to hold keys. All fines were to be taken openly in the Exchequer or some 
other suitable place, in the presence of the justice or his deputy and either the chamber- 
lain or the controller. The detailed arrangements may have represented part of a 
general search for improved financial efficiency after the change in the status of the 
justice from a farmer to a paid official in 1346 and the appointment of a new chamber- 
lain, John Brunham the younger.’3 The controllership seems to have been abandoned 
by 1350, but was revived in a modified form towards the end of the period.3+ The 
Black Prince’s council nevertheless continued to look for better means of accounting, 
and by the early 1350s the form of the chamberlains’ account itself was radically 
changed.35 The survival from 1349-50 onwards of the accounts of subordinate ministers 
may reflect another aspect of the reforms.%° 

The survival of the accounts, and the attention paid to the financial aspects of the 
chamberlain’s office under the Black Prince, together provide a one-sided view of that 
office. Within the palatinate the chamberlain occupied a position akin to that of the 
chancellor in the kingdom: he had custody of the Chester seal and was responsible 
for making out and sealing writs and charters. From 1348 he was authorized to take 
16s. 4d. for every charter sealed with the prince’s seal, and by 1354 a further “great fee’ 
had been imposed with respect to certain charters.37 The fees were waived when 
grants were made in return for services to the Black Prince in Gascony, but the 
recipients had still to pay the clerks’ fees.3° If the chamberlain was absent from Chester, 
difficulties could arise with regard to the seal. In 1394 John Woodhouse was dismissed 
as chamberlain, and set off for London on the king’s business. Before his departure 
he enclosed the Chester seal in a bag and delivered it to his clerk to keep until the 
arrival of Robert Paris, his successor. Over a month later, on g June, Paris had not 
arrived in Chester, and the seal was needed for the county court session. It was decided 
by the deputy justice, the sheriff, the escheator, and three serjeants at law that the bag 
should be opened and the seal used, and the decision was solemnly enrolled on the 
‘recognizance roll’.39 

While the chamberlain resembled the English chancellor in some ways, in others 
he was akin to an English sheriff. There is an obvious parallel between the accounts 
of the chamberlain of Chester and those of a sheriff for a normal county. In the 13th 
century such accounts had been rendered by the justice rather than by the chamberlain, 
and letters addressed by the royal chancery to all the sheriffs of England were addressed 
to the justice of Chester. By the early 15th century the chamberlain had become the 
recipient of such letters.+° 

The chamberlains of Chester during the 14th century were usually clerks. William 
Melton, who held the office for four years and a half from April 1301, rose to be 
archbishop of York.*! Richard Bury, who was chamberlain in the early 1320s, became 


33 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 20, 65, 100-1. Brunham held 37 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 161; Ches. Chamb. Accts. 210, 
office until his death in 1370. 227. Dr. Sharp argued that this led to the practice of 

34 The controller is not mentioned in chamberlain’s enrolling writs and charters on the ‘recognizance rolls’, 
accounts after 1348-9. For the later appointments see 37 _ thus changing their character: ‘Contributions’, 1. 109. 
Dakeheac2 30 DUK.R. 56: 1. Po Hen. VI, =, p. 527. 38 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 244. 

35 The changes are described in detail in Booth, ‘Financ. 39 36 D.K.R. 97. 
Admin.’, 17-29. 49 Cal. Pat. 1405-8, 361-2. 

36 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 132 sqq. AIG DIN. BD: 
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bishop of Durham.4? Thomas Blaston, chamberlain in 1328, was rector of Solihull 
(Warws.), and eventually became a baron of the Exchequer at Westminster.*3 John 
Ashby (who occurs as chamberlain in 1329), John Painel (appointed in 1330), John 
Brunham the younger (chamberlain 1346-70), and John Woodhouse (chamberlain 
1376-94) all held livings in the Church.44 The importance of the office at the end of 
the 14th century was such that the appointment of Robert Paris in 1394 was made 
conditional on his personal occupancy of it.45 It was the first of the Cheshire posts 
to be filled by Henry IV: the appointment of John Trevor, bishop of St. Asaph, as 
chamberlain was made when Henry was in Chester in August 1399, before he had 
assumed the kingship.*#® In the 15th century the office followed the trend set earlier 
by that of the justice. In 1412 William Troutbeck was made chamberlain during 
pleasure.47 Twenty-five years later his appointment was renewed for life, and the 
reversion of the office was granted during good behaviour to his son John.48 In 1439 
William resigned, and John was appointed for life, with power to appoint a deputy, 
which he exercised within fourteen days of appointment.49? His successor, Richard 
Tunstall, appointed in 1457, also immediately appointed deputies.5° In 1461 Sir 
William Stanley was made chamberlain for life.5! Robert Frost, almoner to the prince 
of Wales, was appointed in succession to Stanley in 1495, but held office for less than 
two months; his successors were Sir Reynold Bray (1495-1500) and Sir Richard Pole 
(1500-6).52 From 1504 Randal Brereton appears regularly as Pole’s deputy, and in 1506 
he was made chamberlain.53 The appointment, said to be during pleasure in 1509, 
was altered to a life appointment two years later.5+ In June 1530 Randal was succeeded 
by his son William Brereton, who held office together with several others in Cheshire 
until 1536, when he shared in Anne Boleyn’s fall.55 An agreement survives by which 
Randal Lloyd undertook to exercise the office of chamberlain as William’s deputy.%® 
His successor as chamberlain was Sir Rice Maunsell, whose naval and military career 
made it inevitable that his office would be exercised by deputy.57 The deputy was 
another William Brereton, whose term of office was distinguished by a feud with Sir 
Peter Dutton. By the late 1530s even the deputy chamberlainship could be exercised 
in absentia, for Brereton was sent to Ireland.58 

The chamberlain was poorly paid in comparison with the justice . His fee of £20 
a year in 1301 had not been increased by 1500 except as a personal favour to John 
Brunham, who was awarded an extra ten marks a year in 1351.59 The fee was said 
to be inadequate. William Melton’s arrears of £80 were pardoned because of his 
expenses in his four years and a half as chamberlain.°° John Painel petitioned the 
king for pardon of part of his arrears, in 1330, claiming that his expenses in office 
had exceeded his fee.®! It may consequently seem surprising that the ofhce was con- 
sidered so desirable in the 15th and 16th centuries. The reason may well have been 
the patronage which the chamberlain could exercise within Cheshire. Many of the 


42 N. Denholm-Young, ‘Ric. de Bury’, Trans. R.H.S. 58 Letters and Accts. of Wm. Brereton of Malpas (R.S.L.C. 


4th ser. xx. 135-69. cxvi), 104. A list of his Ches. offices is printed in L. & P. 
43 Foss, Judges of Eng. ii. 397-8. Hen. VIII, x, pp. 365-6. For his career see E. W. Ives, 
44 Chester 2/18 rot. 1; 36 D.K.R. 67, 410, 538. ‘Court and Co. Palatine in Reign of Hen. VIII: career of 
45 Cal. Fine R. 1391-9, 115. Wm. Brereton of Malpas’, T.H.S.L.C. cxxiii. 1-38. 

46 Cal. Pat. 1396-9, 591. His com. included N. Wales. SOR Cr LER LLL een 2 Lets 

47 36 D.KLR. 104. 57 Tbid. x, p. 527. On Maunsell’s career see C. A. Maun- 

48 Cal. Pat. 1436-41, 77. sell and E. P. Statham, Hist. Fam. of Maunsell, i. 283-348. 

9 Ibid, 2755 37 DK, Re 136, 58 ., & P. Hen. VIII, xiv (2), pp. 114-15; cf. Handbk. 

BO 97) aor Pea LAs Brit. Chronology, 157. 

51 Tbid. He was brother of Thos., Lord Stanley, who 59 Ches.in Pipe R. 207; 26 D.K.R. 27; Blk. Prince’s Reg. 
shortly afterwards became justice. ph Ga ie 

52 206 D.K.R, 27: 37 D.K.R. 73, 144, 299. 6° Ches. Chamb. Accts. 45-6. 

53 2T D.K.R. 30; 37 D.K.R. 42, 48, 50%, 816. St) Rots Parl. ik. 4s 


430 DD) Kolko 20, S52 


20 


THE PALATINATE 1301-1547 


lesser offices there seem to have been in the chamberlain’s gift. William Brereton was 
said to have been able to appoint coroners.*? His namesake as deputy chamberlain 
claimed the power to refuse to admit an under-sheriff in 1538, and a letter of Bishop 
Lee later the same year implies that both the office of sheriff and that of deputy 
chamberlain were in the chamberlain’s gift.6s The chamberlainship may also have 
acted as a magnet to attract other offices and sources of profit. Between 1417 and 1439 
William Troutbeck received custody of William Beeston’s lands during his minority, 
two annuities of £10, a joint appointment as steward of Hawarden and Moldsdale 
(Flints.), confirmation of a further annuity of £10, custody of Thomas Holes’s lands 
during the minority of his heiress (who married William’s son John), the park- 
keepership of Shotwick, and the sheriffdom of Cheshire for his son.°+ Sir Reynold 
Bray acquired a wardship and marriage soon after his appointment.®5 Sir Randal 
Brereton was able to procure advancement for his family during his tenure of the 
deputy chamberlainship and of the chamberlainship.® 

In spite of assertions made in the late 16th century and later that the chamberlain 
of Chester had in early times exercised a jurisdiction akin to that of the English 
chancellor, evidence of his jurisdiction in equity does not survive before the 16th 
century. In 1310 the community of the county stated that an action of debt brought 
in the Chester Exchequer belonged properly to the county court or the eyre.°7 In 1351 
the chamberlain was directed to hold at the Chester Exchequer all pleas belonging 
there, as far as possible according to the usages of the English Exchequer.®® 

Sessions of the Exchequer often, in the 15th century, coincided with those of the 
county court.®? Just as individuals were put under mainprise at the county court to 
keep the peace, or to appear at a subsequent session, so at the Exchequer they might 
be bound by recognizances. Although the effect of the two forms was similar, the 
wording of county court mainprises and Exchequer recognizances differed widely. ‘The 
mainprise carried a penalty for failure to carry out its terms. ‘The recognizance acknow- 
ledged that the person bound by it owed a debt to the king or earl, but that the debt 
would be cancelled if the condition of the recognizance (to keep the peace, or to appear 
later) should be fulfilled. Both types of bond specified an appearance on the day of 
a future county court session, but while the mainprise provided for the delivery of 
the person bound by the justice at the county court, the recognizance provided for 
his delivery by the council of the earl or king. A recognizance could, though rarely, 
be converted on its expiry into a mainprise;7° normally mainprises and recognizances 
were renewed in the form in which they had originally been made. Some of the 
renewals were repeated over a long period: thus William, son of ‘Thomas Dod, first 
made a recognizance to keep the peace towards Hugh Dod of Harthill in January 1444, 
and the recognizance was renewed in April and July, in January and December 1445, 
in July and October 1446, and at intervals until July 1454.7! Many of the county court 
mainprises were associated with civil or criminal actions which were pending in that 
court. The Exchequer recognizances, on the other hand, can rarely be related to such 
actions. 

Recognizances to keep the peace occupy much space on the 15th-century enrolments 
of the Chester Exchequer. The class of records formerly known as ‘recognizance rolls’ 


62 TL. & P. Hen. VIII, x, pp. 365-6. 69 'The following paragraph is based on info. supplied by 
63 bid. xiii (1), pp. 6, 194. Miss Clayton from analysis of recognizances on Chester 
64 37 D.K.R. 717-18. 2/115—-57. 

65 Tbid. 73. 70 e.g, Chester 2/115 rot. 1, renewed on Chester 26/16 
CORT Sele. CKX11, 3=5. rot. 5d. 

67 Booth, ‘Financ. Admin.’ 58. 71 37 D.K.R. 205-6. 


68 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 9. 
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but more correctly as ‘enrolments’ survives from 1307.72 Their main purpose seems 
at first to have been to record recognizances of debt made before the chamberlain or 
the justice. The plea rolls of the county court were also sometimes used for that 
purpose.’ From their beginning the Exchequer rolls were also regarded as an alternative 
to the so-called ‘Domesday Roll’ for the enrolment of charters and other evidences; 
the first example of the usage occurs at the head of the second membrane of the first 
surviving roll.7* One of the early rolls is entirely taken up with evidences relating to 
the land transactions of a Chester merchant, William Doncaster.75 The changes in the 
chamberlain’s office later in the 14th century coincide with changes in the form of 
the rolls, which became the equivalent for the palatinate of the Chancery enrolments 
at national level.7° The development is illustrated by a change in the headings of the 
rolls, from ‘recognizances’ in the early r4th century to ‘recognizances . . . together 
with charters, pardons, and licences’ by the middle of the century, and ‘recognizances 

. together with enrolments of charters, writings, and other muniments’ in the 15th.77 
By that time charters, letters patent, and writs, particularly those concerned with the 
administration of the escheator’s office, accompanied the recognizances and enrolled 
deeds which formed the earlier contents of the rolls.78 

The accounts of the chamberlains of Chester begin in the fiscal year 1300-1, and 
extend in an almost unbroken series from the mid 14th century to the end of the period. 
From the mid 14th century they are supported by the accounts of other ministers such 
as the escheator, the sheriff of the county, the sheriffs of the city of Chester, the 
foresters, and the bailitts of demesne manors.7? The accounts were regularly audited, 
usually at Chester.8° Like the Exchequer enrolments they embodied details of Flint- 
shire administration as well as that of Cheshire, since the chamberlain, like the justice 
of Chester, was responsible for both counties.*! 

The Cheshire lands held at one time or another in demesne included the city of 
Chester, Macclesfield, Middlewich, Northwich, Shotwick, Frodsham, and Drakelow. 
The city of Chester was held at farm by the citizens throughout the period. Other 
demesne lands were often leased to individuals or groups in return for a fixed annual 
farm. Thus at the beginning of the period the manors of Macclesfield and of Overton 
(Flints.) were leased for £220, Northwich for £76, and Middlewich for £92.82 Since 
the leases were annual, it was possible for the farms to be increased: that of Maccles- 
field with Overton was raised to £232 in 1302-3 and {240 in 1303-4.83 Conversely, 
it might prove impossible to find a lessee if the farm demanded was thought to be 
excessive. The farm of Middlewich declined from £90 in 1302-3 to £84 in 1320; by 

1325-6 the chamberlain of Chester was complaining of the default of its farmer, and 
in 1327-8 both Middlewich and Northwich were ‘in the king’s hand for lack of 
farmers’.S+ On occasions the demesne lands were the subject of outright grants, free 
of account. After Edward I’s death Macclesfield passed to Queen Isabel.85 In 1386 


72 Chester 2, listed in P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. XL, _ results against the original rolls (Chester 2/115-57). 
1-3. The contents of the rs. are listed alphabetically in 7° 'The accts. have been taken out of the Chester group 
apps. to 36, 37, and 39 D.K.R.; the lists are misleadingly and placed in Special Collections: Ministers’ and Recei- 
entitled a ‘calendar’ but omit headings, marginal notes, vers’ Accts. (S.C. 6); they are listed in P.R.O. Lists & 
cancellations of recognizances, and posteas. See B. E. Indexes Nos. Vand XXXIV. Selective translations of those 
Harris, ‘The Chest. Recognizance Rolls’, Medieval Ches. from 1301 to 1360 are in Ches. Chamb. Accts., where some 


Seminar Papers, Liverpool University, 1974-5, pp. I-5. of the dates given are inaccurate. The chamberlain’s acct. 
73 e.g. Chester an 37 rot. 1d. for 1300-1 is printed in Ches. in Pipe R. 193 sqq. 
74 36 D.K.R. 35 80 Booth, ‘Financ. Admin.’, passim. 
73 Chester 2/8. 8t Flints. info. is disregarded here. 
7° Sharp, ‘Contributions’, i. ro9. 82 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 2. 
77 e.g. Chester 2/1 rot. 1; Chester 2/35 rot. 1; Chester 83 Ibid. 16, 38. 
2/118 rot. 1. 84 Tbid. 38, 90, 95, 104. 
78 Miss Clayton has reconstructed the rs. for the period 85 Cal. Chart. R. 1301-26, 202. 
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Frodsham was granted to Radegund Becket free of all charge.8° If the demesne was 
retained in the hand of the king or earl, it could be placed under the supervision of 
a bailiff who would account for all rents and other issues arising from it. The bailiffs 
of Frodsham and Shotwick accounted for ‘rents and other issues’ in 1315—-16.87 
Alternatively, the bailiff could be made responsible for the actual cultivation of the 
land. Under the Black Prince’s council experiments in demesne cultivation were 
carried out. In 1355 the demesnes of Frodsham were to be cultivated by the bailiff, 
while those of Drakelow were to be leased out to tenants.88 At the same time a cattle 
herd and stud were built up at Macclesfield which by 1376 are calculated to have 
yielded over £800.89 The manor of Drakelow was a new creation of the mid 14th 
century, resulting from a systematic survey of lands in Rudheath and Overmarsh in 
1346-7.9° Experiments in direct farming of Drakelow and of the other available demesne 
lands were, however, soon abandoned in favour of leases, either because the latter 
were found to yield greater or more certain sums, or because of the administrative 
convenience of leasing. In the 15th century such leases were very common. For example, 
between August and October 1474 ten-year leases were granted of the demesnes in 
Drakelow and Rudheath, various customs in Middlewich, the pasture and moor of 
Overmarsh, and the manor and lordship of Frodsham.?! 

It is difficult to estimate the value of the Cheshire lands to the king or earl.92 Records 
of liveries of money give some idea of the resources available from the county. In 1302 
the chamberlain sent {1,000 to London; in 1325-6 liveries totalled £1,470, and in 
1359-60, {2,600.93 ‘Those sums included income from Flintshire. They also included 
income from proffers and amercements, from fees of the seal, from forest administration, 
and the like. 

The annual income was supplemented by a succession of taxes granted by the 
county community. As a county palatine Cheshire claimed immunity from national 
taxation, since it was not represented in Parliament. ‘The claim was accepted in 1380, 
1441, and 1450.% The first recorded exaction of a subsidy from Cheshire was in 1346, 
when the community of the county granted the Black Prince £1,000. Nothing had 
been paid towards this by April 1347, but in the following fiscal year money began 
to flow in.95 A document of 26 Edward III (1352-3) seems to indicate that the sums 
demanded from each hundred in the county had by that time become fixed by tradition: 
it was said that at each mize of {100 Bucklow hundred should pay {£14 and Northwich 
£13.% The mize was the name traditionally given to the later Cheshire taxes. In 1353 
a grant of 5,000 marks was made in return for the abandonment of a projected general 
eyre in Cheshire. The assessment of individual burdens was left to the justice or his 
lieutenant and the chamberlain. Men were to be charged in proportion to their wealth, 
and no one with less than 2os. in land, rent, or chattels was to contribute. The duke 
of Lancaster was pardoned his contribution. Complaints of unjust assessment soon 
began to be made. The tax was described variously as a ‘common fine’, a ‘composition’, 
and a ‘mize’.97 A further large communal fine was imposed later in the 1350s on the 
forest communities of Wirral and Mere and Mondrem.°’ Taxes of 2,500 marks and 
3,000 marks were granted to the Black Prince in 1368 and 1373.99 In 1398 a grant of 
3,000 marks was made to Richard II, apparently in return for his confirmation of the 


86 36 D.K.R. 192. 94 Cal. Close, 1377-81, 472; Sel. Cases in Exchequer 
87 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 83. Chamber (Selden Soc. li), p. 83; Ormerod, Hist. Ches. 1. 
88 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 210. 126-7. 

89 Booth, ‘Financ. Admin.’, 107-13. 95 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 67; Ches. Chamb. Accts. 122. 

90 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 37; cf. Ches. Chamb. Accts. 193-9. 2 eee IDI IRS Eye 

Seo 7D) Keine 100, 91772), 170,205. 97 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 115, 146, 153, 165, 172. 

92 Cf. Ches. Chamb. Accts. pp. xiv—xvii. 98 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 247. 

93 Ibid. 12, 97-9, 274. 99 Booth, ‘Financ. Admin.’, 184. 
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county’s charters of liberties.‘ Another was made to the prince of Wales in 1403 in 
return for pardons to those of the county who took part in Henry Percy’s rebellion.? 
Yet another was made to Henry V in 1416.3 Henry VI’s imminent departure for France 
in 1430 produced a grant of 1,000 marks.+ In 1436 inquisitions as to freeholders, set 
on foot in connexion with the subsidy granted by Parliament in 1435, were authorized 
for the counties palatine of Chester, Lancaster, and Durham as well as for the remainder 
of England;5 although the parliamentary subsidy did not extend to Cheshire, the 
county community granted 1,000 marks to the king.® A further confirmation of charters 
and grant of pardons was made in return for a grant of 3,000 marks in 1441.7 In 1463 
the justice and chamberlain were ordered to consult with the county ‘touching the 
subsidy customarily granted to the king on his coming into his inheritance’: the result 
was a grant of 3,000 marks, and a confirmation of charters soon followed.’ The next 
such grant was made in 1474.9 The accession of Henry VII was followed by a grant 
in 1486, but the community of the county sought that, since it was rumoured that the 
queen was pregnant, this mize should stand instead of that which would otherwise be 
granted should the child prove to be male.t° A commission for the levy of an aid was 
issued in 1491, but does not seem to have resulted in a grant.!! Its purpose was a 
proposed expedition to France. War against Scotland produced a grant of 1,000 marks 
in 1497.!* Three years later it was belatedly realized that no mize had been granted 
to Arthur, prince of Wales, on his creation.13 A mize was then granted, and another 
followed in 1517."4 

Payment of the mize was made in fixed half-yearly instalments from the seven hundreds 
of Cheshire. A mize of 3,000 marks was normally payable in six instalments, and collectors 
for each hundred were appointed annually.!5 Within the hundreds the assessment of each 
township had become fixed by 1406, the date of the first surviving ‘mize book’ or list 
of assessments.!° In the mize book and its successors the hundreds appear in a regular 
order, which is also preserved in the enrolments of the collectors’ appointments.!7 
Within each hundred the townships also appear in a fixed order: the order in Eddisbury 
hundred is not arbitrary but seems to follow a number of routes around the hundred, 
perhaps reflecting the routes taken by the original assessors of the first mize.18 Each 
township is given an assessment, and a note is made of the proportion payable by the 
lord, thus: de Tervyn (Tarvin) dominus pro dimidia .. . xxvj s. vit] d. In the mize book 
of 1406 the collectors’ names or initials are written against the townships for which 
they were responsible, in some of the hundreds.!9 The sums mentioned in 1352-3 as 
payable by Bucklow and Northwich hundreds are proportionately exactly the same 
as those which appear in the later mize books. That fact implies that the assessments 
were fixed by the mid 14th century. It is not known, however, how individual burdens 
were assessed in each township. 


Cal. Chart. R. 1341-1417, 313-15; 36 D.K.R. 95-6. Bucklow, Eddisbury, Macclesfield, Northwich, Wich- 


I 

2~30 DIK UR. 43, 103, 411-12, Malbank, and Wirral. 

35327) DK Re 75. 16 John Rylands Libr. Tatton MSS. 345: reference 
+ Ibid. 670. supplied by Mr. P. H. W. Booth. A so-called ‘assessment 
5 Cal. Fine R. 1430-7, 262. of Broxton temp. Edw. IIT’ (Chester 38/25/2) is a mize 
AGG) IDLE Ie aig fite book of 1444. 

7 Cal. Pat. 1436-41, 560-1; 1441-6, 32, 50. 17 Eddisbury, Broxton, Wirral, Northwich, Bucklow, 
8 37 D.K.R. 95, 140, 693; Cal. Chart. R. 1427-1516, | Nantwich, Macclesfield. 

202. 18 e.g. Tarvin, Little Barrow, Great Barrow, Bridge 
9 37 D.K.R. 141, 694. Trafford, Thornton, Ince, Elton, Hapsford, Dunham, 
tO bid. Zor. Helsby, Alvanley, Manley, Mouldsworth, Ashton, Horton 
11 26 D.K.R. 21. and Little Mouldsworth, Kelsall: John Rylands Libr. 
12 37 D.K.R. 604. Tatton MSS. 345. The order is lost in the alphabetical 
13°26 DIK. 25. rearrangement of the 1442 mize book in Ormerod, Hist. 
14°30 DBR. ss. Ches. i. 398; ii. 895-7; iii. 883-4. 
1s For 15th-cent. examples see 37 D.K.R. s.v. Broxton, 19 John Rylands Libr. Tatton MSS. 345. 
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As has been shown above, the consent of the county community was held to be 
essential before a mize could be exacted. The process of summoning a meeting of the 
community and the negotiations which followed are described in detail in a document 
of 1436.2? The community was described in 1474 as ‘all the lords, abbots, priors, 
knights, esquires, freeholders, and commons having livelihood or dwelling within the 
said shire’.?! The occasion of its meeting then (2 August 1474) was also a county court 
session day.” There can be little doubt that such assemblies were the reality behind 
the later tradition of a ‘Cheshire Parliament’.?3 By the mid 15th century the grant of 
the normal mize of 3,000 marks was associated with the first entry of a king or earl 
into his inheritance. 24 


The Escheators 


At the beginning of the period the escheator appears as an official accounting for 
lands temporarily in the king’s or earls custody.25 His fee in 1312-13 was 6d. a day, 
although by 1328 it was only 2d.2° The escheators of that time were clerks, whose 
accounts were rendered separately from those of the chamberlains.?7 In the early 
1350s the Black Prince’s council reorganized the office. From Michaelmas 1350 the 
daily fee was increased by 10 marks yearly, as a special favour to Hugh Hopwas.?8 
Hugh’s successor in 1352 was given the additional duty of holding courts and views of 
frankpledge at the demesne manors, for which he was allowed 4os. a year above his 
daily fee. He was to answer for the issues of his office at the Chester Exchequer rather 
than at the prince’s Exchequer at Westminster.?9 In 1353 his duties were extended 
to include Flintshire.3° 'wo years later he was empowered, on the advice of the justice 
and chamberlain, to sell all wardships and marriages within his bailiwick which were 
worth 10 marks a year or less, without the need to consult the prince’s council. By 1359 
the three officers were authorized to sell all wardships and marriages by mutual agree- 
ment, and to arrange profitable leases of escheated lands.3! Meanwhile the escheator’s 
fee was increased to 10 marks a year and, from Michaelmas 1356, to £10, because 
of his increased expenses. In spite of the fact that a separate escheator for Flintshire 
was appointed from 1357, the fee of the Cheshire escheator remained {10 a year until 
the end of the period.3? The office was often combined with others. From October 1359 
until December 1361 Thomas Young was both escheator and sheriff of Cheshire.33 
John Scolehall was appointed escheator, steward of foreign courts, and attorney of the 
Black Prince in Cheshire in 1365; in 1367 he became sheriff, and he held both offices 
until 1370.34 William Brereton, who became chamberlain c. 1530, had been escheator 
since April 1527.35 The escheatorship was also often combined with the office of attorney- 
general in Cheshire, but there were exceptions. Matthew del Mere was appointed 
attorney-general in 1399 when Richard Manley was made escheator, but himself became 
escheator in 1403.36 John Bruen of Tarvin, who became escheator at the end of 1428, 


20 Chester 2/107 rot. 6, inadequately calendared in 37 30 Tbid. 136. 


D.K.R. 671. For commentary see 5 Sheaf, no. 1. 31 Tbid. 193, 368. 
21 Chester 2/146 rot. I. 32 [bid. 268, 288; 36 D.K.R. 93; L. & P. Hen. VIII, x, 
22 Chester 29/178 rot. 16. pp. 365-6. 
23 Cf. G. T. Lapsley, Co. Palat. of Durham, 116-30. 33 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 369, 428. 
24 Ad primum adventum sive introitum suum in hereditatem 34 Ibid. 476; 36 D.K.R. 423. Scolehall seems to have 
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had been attorney-general for more than seven years.37 ‘Thomas Wolton, who held the 
two offices for nearly 38 years from August 1467, was in 1495 replaced by Roger 
Mainwaring as escheator and by Edmund Bulkeley as attorney-general.3° 

During Richard II’s reign appointments to the escheatorship show a curious vacilla- 
tion. Adam Kingsley had served in the post from 1361 to 1365.39 On John Scolehall’s 
death in 1385 he was appointed again.#° In March 1387 he was replaced by John Ewloe, 
only to be reappointed in the following July. He then kept the office for nearly three 
years until his replacement by John Leche of Chester in June 1390; Leche’s appoint- 
ment, and those of Thomas Masterson of Nantwich in February 1391 and of Kingsley 
once more in the following August, were among many new appointments of escheators 
and sheriffs in England. After only three months, however, Masterson replaced Kings- 
ley, only to be displaced in his turn by Kingsley in February 1392. On that occasion 
Kingsley’s appointment was annulled within about six weeks, and Masterson regained 
the office. He remained escheator until November 1395 when, again as one of many 
appointments to escheatorships in England, Kingsley was reappointed. In October 
1397 Kingsley was replaced by Hugh Leigh, but the latter’s appointment lasted only 
a little over a month. In December Kingsley was appointed yet again, and he held the 
office until November 1399. 

In the 15th century, like other major offices in Cheshire, the escheatorship became 
hereditary. John Leigh of Ridge, who had been appointed during pleasure in 1434, 
was reappointed for life in 1439, and less than three years later he and his son Ralph 
were granted the office in survivorship.*! Another grant of the office in survivorship 
was made in 1509.42 Deputy escheators are recorded in 1460 and 1529.43 

In 1389 the county community stated that livery of the inheritance of the heirs of 
tenants holding in chief in Cheshire ought to be sued out only at the Exchequer of 
Chester.44 Writs involving the escheator, such as diem clausit extremum, were issued 
from the Chester Exchequer and returned there.45 Occasionally commissions to others 
than the escheator to take such inquisitions have survived.4¢ The processes following 
the death of a tenant in chief were apparently conducted with reasonable speed and 
efiiciency. ‘Thomas Beeston died on 20 October 1476; his heir was granted livery on 
10 November following, two days after the inquisition post mortem had been held.47 
Sir William Booth died on 6 April 1477. A writ of diem clausit extremum was issued 
on 17 April, the inquisition was taken on the 26th, and livery followed on the 2gth.#8 
Receipts from the escheator’s ofhice were small. In 1334-5 the escheator’s wages were 
said to exceed the receipts.49 ‘The accounts of 1349-50 and 1350-1 show gross receipts 
respectively of £54 and of less than {21.5° 


The Sheriffs 


It has been shown above that the status of the sheriff of Cheshire before 1301 was 
markedly inferior to that of his counterparts elsewhere in England. Until 1349 it is 
impossible to establish the succession of sheriffs beyond doubt; some appointments 
have survived, but several sheriffs can only be traced through their appearance as 


37 37 D.K.R. 97, 98. ie) Zo) ID RICE Tee, aueshy 
38 Ibid. 140, 143. 45 Ex inf. Miss Clayton, based on analysis of Chester 
39 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iti. 428, 476. 3/41-50 and Chester 2/115-57. 


49 For what follows see Cal. Fine R. 1383-91, 176, 306, 4 e.g. L. & P, Hen. VIII, iii (2), p. 593. 
342; 1391-9, 8, 18, 168; 36 D.K.R. 94, 96, 98, 100, 272. 47 37 D.K.R. 38; Chester 3/48/16 Edw. IV, no. 1. 
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witnesses to private deeds.5! Nevertheless it is clear that most sheriffs appointed before 
1349 farmed the office, rendering amounts varying from 200 marks in 1301 to more 
than £240 in 1327.52 From September 1347 to June 1348 the office was temporarily 
in the hands of an ‘approver’ who had to answer for all its issues. That arrangement 
became permanent from 1349-50, and the sheriff received an annual fee ‘by agreement 
made by the justice and chamberlain’. The fee was the same as the chamberlain’s. 
Net receipts for that year amounted to nearly £248, and by 1359-60 to more than 
£335-°3 

In the 15th century the office of sheriff followed the same course as the justiceship 
and the chamberlainship. Sir Robert Booth, who was appointed in 1439 during good 
behaviour, received a life appointment in 1441, altered in 1443 to a joint appointment 
with his son in survivorship.5+ Sir William Stanley, appointed in 1465,55 resigned the 
office in favour of his son William in 1488.5° From 1495 to 1524 John Warburton was 
sheriff, and on his death the office passed to Thomas, his son.5?7 The more frequent 
occurrence of deputy sheriffs in the records while the Stanleys and Warburtons were 
sheriffs, implies that the office was being exercised by deputy at the end of the 15th 
century and early in the sixteenth.5° 

After only five months in office ‘Thomas Warburton was replaced by George Hol- 
ford.59 The appointment of sheriffs subsequently became, with occasional exceptions, 
annual, with Cheshire participating in the system in operation for the rest of the 
country. A ‘sheriff roll’ was presented to the king, with the names of three candidates 
for the sheriffdom of each county, one of whom was ‘pricked’ by the king. The Cheshire 
entries on the rolls of 1525 and 1526 are illegible, but the names of those chosen then 
and in years for which no sheriff rolls survive can be discovered from the Chester 
enrolments.°° The appointment of sheriffs remained, as before, by letters patent of 
the Chester Exchequer issued on receipt of a royal warrant.® 

The only name which deserves special mention among those chosen between 1524 
and 1547 is that of Sir Peter Dutton, who was first made sheriff in 1534.° In the follow- 
ing year his name was inserted by the king in preference to those submitted to him. 
He was reappointed in 1536 and 1542. His first period of office was marked by a 
succession of events which throw some light on the sheriff’s powers. While both sheriff 
and under-sheriff were in London the under-sheriff’s clerk fraudulently levied fines 
from people in the county.® In 1536 Dutton arrested the abbot of Norton and three 
canons, and was said to wish to execute them without trial.°s He and the deputy 
chamberlain, William Brereton, soon became involved in disputes about the abbot 
and canons, about another prisoner, and about the stewardship of Halton.° Although 
Dutton was replaced by Sir Henry Delves in 1537, he remained influential and tried 
to impose his own nominee on Delves as under-sheriff.°7 Bishop Lee believed that 
the quarrel between Dutton and Brereton was undermining order within the county.®8 


51 P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. LX, 17a, is based mainly OO ih, (op VAR Jakaps WAMMG, sig, oye, Gfotsy, Vise. 
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Thomas Cromwell eventually intervened to bring ‘a loving end’ between the ex-sheriff 
and the deputy chamberlain, but the latter was still afraid in 1539 that Dutton, given 
the opportunity, would use his influence to obtain a sheriff ‘to his mind’, and asked 
Cromwell to try to see that ‘an indifferent sheriff’ was chosen for the ensuing year.° 

The duties of the sheriff enabled him to exercise much local influence. By 1350 
he was acting as an intermediary for the payment of some of the lesser rents and farms 
which at the beginning of the 14th century had been rendered direct to the chamberlain. 
Thus in 1349-50 the sheriff accounted for the rent of the fee of the serjeanty of the 
countess of Warwick, the chamber rent, the farm of the avowries, and the farm of the 
passage of Lawton. He collected the fines and amercements arising from sessions of 
the county court and the justice’s eyre. Together with the chamberlain he leased the 
beadleries of the hundreds. He collected as much of the income from the hundred 
courts as had not been granted to the beadles, and the fines of suitors and doomsmen 
for avoiding their obligation to attend county and hundred courts. Those who were 
liable to be put on assizes and juries could avoid the duty by paying the sheriff a sum 
known as freemen’s silver. When money was adjudged to a party to an action in the 
county court, the sheriff’s aid could be purchased in its collection. He claimed a fee 
of oxen for his aid in recovering tenements.7° During his tourn he carried out inquiries 
into blocked roads.7! Certain townships in all the hundreds except Nantwich and 
Macclesfield were liable to the annual shrieval impost called ‘sheriff’s tooth’.72 The 
sheriff was evidently much in demand as a witness to transactions in land. As in other 
counties he was responsible for the execution of original and judicial writs in connexion 
with the business of the county court, and for co-operating with the escheator in 
impanelling juries for inquisitions post mortem. 

Further duties resembling those of sheriffs elsewhere in England were occasionally 
given to the sheriff of Cheshire. In 1368 he was ordered to inquire into infringements 
of the statutes of labourers,73 and in 1394, 1395, and 1423 commissioned to arrest 
disturbers of the peace.74 He was ordered to make proclamations.75 In 1436 he was 
ordered to keep the peace at the impending visitation of Vale Royal abbey.”° In 1450 
he was charged with carrying into effect the first Act of Resumption.77 In 1481 he was 
ordered to arrest all ships which might attempt to discharge their cargoes elsewhere 
than at the port of Chester.78 Seven years later his duty of supervising the election of 
a hundred coroner is mentioned.79 

Complaints about sheriffs are sometimes recorded. In 1332 the ‘charterers’ of 
Cheshire gained release from the payment of various burdensome customs to the 
sheriff.8° Twenty years later a complaint was made that the sheriff was levying a fee 
of oxen when he was not entitled to do so, since such a fee could be exacted only from 
a disseisor after an action of novel disseisin.®! In 1353 complaint was made that the 
sheriff was refusing to help in recovering sums adjudged, until granted 2d. in the 
shilling. ‘The Black Prince’s council ruled that payments for his aid must be voluntary, 
but a similar complaint to that of 1353 was made two years later.82 In view of the 
marriage bonds uniting leading members of the gentry, it is not surprising that jury 
panels had to be quashed because the sheriff was a kinsman of one of the parties in 
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an action, or likely to be partial. In 1459 a jury panel summoned in an action of debt 
between the prince of Wales and five leading Cheshire gentlemen was quashed because 
of the sheriff’s affinity to one of the defendants; a new writ of summons was sent to 
the coroner of Northwich hundred, but the panel which he returned was also quashed 
because of his partiality towards the defendants, and the coroner of Nantwich hundred 
was ordered to impanel yet another.83 


Other County and Hundred Officers 


Throughout the period the collection of avowry rents’+ was leased. In the 14th 
century the leases varied between one and three years, and the farms between 26s. 8d. 
and £48 a year.85 On two occasions the leases were for life.86 By the early 1540s the 
avowries had become no more than a form of debt evasion, and they were abolished 
In 1543.87 

Vendors of the goods and chattels of felons, fugitives, and intestates occur between 
1344 and 1498, with annual fees of 60s. or 40s.88 The appointment of a bailiff-errant 
to levy amercements was first made as an experiment after the Chester trailbaston 
session of 1353.89 here was a suggestion that such an officer ought to be appointed 
generally ‘to levy the prince’s money in default of the other ministers’ in 1355, but no 
appointment seems to have been made until 1362.9° The office was granted for life, 
to be exercised in person or by deputy, in 1437, and in survivorship in 1444.9" It was 
still in existence in 1540 when the holder was censured by the mayor of Chester for 
allegedly infringing the city’s liberties. % 

The serjeants of the peace in Cheshire continue to be mentioned at the beginning of 
the period.93 In 1301-2, for example, Sir Richard Sutton and his wife, hereditary 
serjeants of the peace for the county, claimed 2s. for the heads of two robbers beheaded 
by their deputies.94 In 1327 it was said that the serjeants had leased their offices to 
others, and that their efficiency had declined in consequence. In 1357 and 1363 
serjeants were appointed for Bucklow hundred but their office, with its wages of 2d. 
a day, was abolished in 1365.%° The relationship between the serjeants and the hundred 
officials who emerge during the 14th century is obscure. The hundred courts are said 
to have met fortnightly, under the hundred bailiffs.°7 The offices of bailiff and beadle 
of the hundreds may have originated separately, but during the period they coalesced. 
In 1349-50 the beadleries of the six Cheshire hundreds outside Macclesfield were 
leased out by the chamberlain and sheriff on a yearly basis at sums varying between 
73s. 4d. (for Eddisbury) and £7 19s. 2d. (for Broxton). In return the beadles took 
puture, or a composition for it, from those lands which bore the obligation to provide 
it, fines from the ‘charterers’ whose lands were worth less than 4os. yearly, in order 
to avoid the obligation to make summonses, one-third of the goods of felons, a fine for 
respiting attachments, and half the perquisites and amercements of the hundred 


83 Chester 24/43, sess. Tues. after Conception of B.V.M., 90 Tbid. 210; 36 D.K.R. 380. 
Tues. before St. Matthias, 38 Hen. VI. 91 Cal. Pat. 1436-41, 127; 37 D.K.R. 697. 

84 For a description of avowries see p. 4. EE Vis (toy 122 Jai, VAGUE, sail, jos 1G) 

85 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 2, 112, 120, 171, 208; 36 D.K.R. 93 Most of the evidence quoted by Stewart-Brown, 
52, 64, 114, 187, 196, 243, 280, 285, 327, 460; 37 D.K.R. Serjeants of Peace, 3-10, is early. 


4, 48, I41. 94 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 6. 
86 Cal. Pat. 1381-5, 362; 1385-9, 370. 95 Cal. Close, 1327-30, 226. 
87 See p. 35. 96 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 253, 483- 
SSE OM DG ia TOS, 610, 52250977 1) Keita g2-) Ches. 97 Sharp, ‘Contributions’, i. 194. 
Chamb. Accts. 235. 98 Stewart-Brown, Serjeants of Peace, 15-19. 


89 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 123. 
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courts.99 In 1331 the beadles were accused of extortion.' Nevertheless they sometimes 
found difficulty in enforcing their claims to puture and in collecting debts due to them.? 
No consistency of policy has been found with regard to the leasing of the hundreds 
during the period. The length of such leases varied widely, and appointments to the 
beadleries were made for one or more lives, during good behaviour, and during 
pleasure.3 

Coroners, either one or two, were appointed for each hundred. In 1427 there were 
two each in Nantwich and Northwich hundreds, probably two in Broxton, and one 
in each of the other four hundreds.* In the 14th and 15th centuries, like their counter- 
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parts in the rest of England, they carried out inquests into sudden deaths, and the 
inquests were presented at the county court.5 As elsewhere in England a man who 
wished to turn approver when charged with felony could ask for a coroner, before 
whom he would make his allegations.® If a jury impanelled by the sheriff was said to 
favour a party to an action, a new venire facias was issued to the coroner of the hundred 
where the cause of the action arose, and if his panel in turn was said to be partial, to 
the coroner of the next hundred, and so on. 





Franchises 


Franchises in the county were twice investigated, first under the Black Prince in 
the 1340s and again by Prince Arthur’s council in the eyre of 1499.7 Most of the 


99 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 136. 5 Some examples are given in 3 Sheaf, xviii, pp. 45-6, 
1 Stewart-Brown, Serjeants of Peace, 9; Sel. Cases in 58, 84, 102-3; xx, pp. 33, 43- 
Ct. of King’s Bench under Edw. II (Selden Soc. Ixxvi), pp. ® e.g. Chester 24/44, sess. Tues after St. Bartholomew, 
66-9. 1 Edw. IV. 
2 Blk. Prince's Reg. iti. 80, 86, 118; 37 D.K.R. 135, 7 On what follows see F.H.R. xlix. 676-84, and 3 
194, 252, 379, 518. Sheaf, xxx-xxxi, where the claims made in 1499 are 
3 36 D.K.R. 2, 3, 200; 37 D.K.R. 95, 97, 245, 254, listed. The topographical hist. of the franchises is reserved 
291, 573; 39 D.K.R. 108, 301. for treatment elsewhere. 
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liberties claimed were of types common throughout England, including view of frank- 
pledge, infangthief, freedom from suit of shire or hundred court, and the right to 
markets, fairs, tolls, and fisheries and boats on the Dee. Some were of more distinctive 
origin, such as the claims to jurisdiction over minstrels and harlots, to the master 
serjeanty of Macclesfield hundred, and to the privileges of the Cheshire ‘baronies’, 
though the latter had by the end of the 15th century become little more than ordinary 
judicial and economic immunities under a grandiose name.’ The city of Chester attained 
considerable independence from the county. In 1300 it gained jurisdiction over pleas of 
the Crown within its limits, and the right to elect its own coroners. In 1354 the mayor 
became ewx officio escheator, and was granted admiralty powers over the Dee. In 1506 
the city was granted the status of a county. Stockport, Macclesfield, and Congleton 
had by the end of the 15th century obtained mayors and borough courts, and North- 
wich, Middlewich, Nantwich, and Frodsham enjoyed some of the characteristics of 
borough status.'° 

Macclesfield hundred enjoyed some judicial immunity. It was excluded from the 
jurisdiction of the county court, but instead was visited annually by the justice or by 
pro hac vice commissioners, who held sessions known as ‘the three hundreds of the eyre 
of Macclesfield’.1! In 1444 and 1447 Macclesfield gaol was delivered by the justice of 
Chester; normally indictments from Macclesfield were sent to the county court, and 
the accused dealt with in Chester gaol delivery sessions.!2 The doomsmen of the 
Macclesfield hundred court were liable to amercement for false judgement, like those 
of the county court.!3 The poker of Macclesfield claimed return of writs and in 1347 
the sheriff of Cheshire claimed that he could not enter the liberty without the posse 
comitatus for fear of his life.'¢ In the same year the Black Prince gained control of 
Macclesfield hundred by exchange with Queen Isabel, but although an inquiry was 
set on foot in 1353 to determine its status, the hundred was not fully integrated with 
the county for judicial purposes, although it was included in commissions of array, 
arrest, and tax collection in the 15th century.!5 Other hundreds are occasionally men- 
tioned. The ‘hundred of Halton’ included the Cheshire lands of the constable of 
Chester, which early in the 14th century came into the possession of Thomas of 
Lancaster as part of the Lacy inheritance, and descended to the dukes of Lancaster 
and thus, from 1399, to the Crown.’® Its court, like the county court, was attended by 
suitors and doomsmen.!7 A ‘hundred of Malpas’ occurs in 1354, but probably repre- 
sented no more than a vestigial title of the court of the ‘baron’ there.!® Similarly, the 
‘hundred of Caldy’ entitled its holder to no more than minor jurisdiction over a small 
group of manors in Wirral, appurtenant to the manor of Gayton.!9 


The Distinctiveness of Cheshire and its Assimilation to England 


During the period Cheshire was characterized by its reputation for disorder, and 
by its use as a recruiting area. Adam of Usk likened the county to a ‘nest of wicked- 
ness’.2° In 1318 there occur references to acts of terrorism on the part of men of the 


8 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 36, 526, 703-53 ii. 6013 ili. 12 Chester 17/8 rott. 22, 26. 
Boowma2on| 0b. Warwaken, Mast. Chest. 345s ll. 3-4; 13 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 64. 
Stewart-Brown, Serjeants of Peace, 10-11; T. P. Highet, 14 Sharp, ‘Contributions’, i. 199, 344. 
Early Hist. of Davenports of Davenport (Chetham Soc. 3rd. 15 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 147; ili. 92. 
ser. 1x), passim. 16 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 699-705. 
9 Morris, Chest. 490-1, 496, 524 sqq. 17 Ches. R.O., DCH/E/93. 
10 For a summary of hist. of Ches. boros., see J. T. 18 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 149. 
Driver, Ches. in Later Middle Ages, cap. ii. 19 36 D.K.R. 342; 3 Sheaf, ii, p. 953 Xvili, p. 105. 


1 For lists of 15th-cent. commissioners see 37 D.K.R. 20 Chron. Ade de Usk, ed. E. M. Thompson, 175-6. 
482-5. 
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county against those of the city of Chester.2? Wounding, beating, and ill-treatment 
were said to be rife in the county even after the Black Prince’s visit in 1353. His 
proclamation against riding armed had to be repeated in 1362.2 From the mid 14th 
century to its end there were complaints of incursions by men from Cheshire into 
neighbouring counties, whence, having performed various criminal acts, they retired 
immune from prosecution into Cheshire.3 It is difficult to gauge the effectiveness of 
the various attempts made to punish disorder in the county, or to compare violence 
there with that which prevailed elsewhere in England.?4 Commissions to arrest male- 
factors, disturbers of the peace, and those who spread false rumours occur in Cheshire 
from the late 14th century.?5 In 1400 the new prince of Wales appointed keepers of the 
peace in each hundred, chosen from among the leading Cheshire families, but the 
experiment does not appear to have been successful, and Cheshire remained without 
justices of the peace for more than a century.”° 

Complaints of disorder continued until the end of the period. In 1534 and 1536 
Cheshire was rumoured to be on the verge of rebellion.?”7 In 1538 Bishop Lee alleged 
that ‘more murders and manslaughters are done this year in Cheshire than in all Wales 
these two years’, and that juries were refusing to co-operate with him. Nevertheless 
he could claim a year later that order had been restored within the county.?8 It is often 
assumed that the many recognizances made by individuals to keep the peace towards 
each other in Cheshire in the 15th century arose from real violence between them.?9 
The involvement, either as the subjects of such recognizances or as the mainpernors, 
of many of the leading Cheshire gentlemen, and the large proportion of the Chester 
enrolments which the recognizances occupy, may give a disproportionate importance 
to them. In the four quarter sessions between October 1660 and July 1661 the justices 
of the peace in Cheshire took 189 recognizances to keep the peace and 159 recognizances 
for good behaviour.3° The 15th and early 16th centuries, when ‘the county was dis- 
turbed by riots, feuds, and the abuse of livery and maintenance’ with ‘the gentry... 
all too often the main source of unrest’, witnessed the rise to prosperity of many 
Cheshire families, who were able to build large houses for themselves and to enrich 
churches.3! The paradox illustrates the need for further work on the Cheshire records, 
and their comparison with what has survived for other counties. 

The use of Cheshire as a recruiting area, especially for archers, is well known. In 
1301 the justice of Chester was among those ordered to choose ‘Welsh footmen’ from 
the county and its surroundings for service in Scotland.32 Such service contravened 
the freedom which Cheshire men had traditionally claimed from military service 
outside the county, but in spite of a promise made in 1322 that such a levy would not 
be treated as a precedent, commissions of array continued to be issued.33 Under the 
Black Prince they occur in 1346, 1355, 1356, 1359, 1362, and 1363.34 Richard II 
sought 1,000 archers from Cheshire in 1386 and 2,300 in 1397—-8.35 In 1400 a force of 
500 Cheshire archers went to the Scottish war, and further commissions of array were 


21 Cal. Pat. 1317-21, 200; Cal. Close, 1318-23, 12. 39 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/1, ff. 1-32. 

22, Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 129, 383-4. 31 Cf. Barraclough, Earldom, 24, 26, with Driver, Ches. 

3 Ibid. 265, 267, 383-4; Rot. Parl. ii. 352-3; iii. 42, 62, in Later Middle Ages, caps. iii and iv. For activities of a 
81, 139, 201, 280, 308, 440. Ches. gentry family in 15th and early 16th cents. see J. T. 


24 J. Bellamy, Crime and Public Order in Eng. in Later Driver, ‘Mainwarings of Over Peover’, ¥.C.A.S. [2nd ser.], 
Middle Ages, makes no special mention of Ches. Cf. Eng.  lvii. 27—40. 
Hist. Docs. iv, pp. 969, 1221-36. 32, Cal. Pat. 1292-1301, 598. 

28 Cal. Pat. 1391-6, 433; 36 D.K.R. 407, 5323 37 33 Tbid. 1321-4, 177. 
D.K.R. 96, 109, 121, 184, 185, 231-2, 497, 644, 645, 667. 34 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. '7; iii. 199-200, 205, 224, 331, 350, 


26 36 D.K.R. 100-1. 449, 454. 

27 L. & P. Hen. VIII, vii, p. 520; xi, pp. 441, 476. 35 Cal. Pat. 1385-9, 217; 36 D.K.R. 98; on the Ches. 
28 Ibid. xiii (1), pp. 384-5, 523; xiv (1), p. 565. archers, see J. L. Gillespie, ‘Ric. II’s Ches. Archers’, 
29 e.g. by Driver, Ches. in Later Middle Ages, 17. T.H.S.L.C. cxxy. 1-39. 
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issued throughout the 15th and early 16th centuries.3° A thousand Cheshire men are 
said to have served at Flodden.37 Nevertheless by that time Cheshire was no longer 
the leading source of soldiers. In 1386 its contingent, forming 20 per cent of the total 
demanded from the whole country, was more than twice the size of those of the next 
most heavily burdened counties, Yorkshire and Lancashire, which were each to supply 
400 archers.38 In 1524, however, Devon’s archers outnumbered the 3,606 which 
Cheshire could supply, and in numbers of billmen Cheshire came only eighth among 
the counties.39 

In spite of the distinctiveness of Cheshire’s palatine institutions the county was 
never, during the 14th, 15th, or early 16th centuries free from outside interference. 
Statute law was generally enforced there, except where it infringed the prerogative of 
king or earl to appoint palatine officials. The statutes of labourers were enforced in 
the county.4° A statute of 1400 which prohibited Welshmen from purchasing lands in 
towns on the Welsh marches was expressly extended to Chester, and was enforced 
in 1427.4! That of 1429 against livery and maintenance was again expressly extended to 
include the palatinates of Chester and Lancaster.4? In 1434 the chamberlain and his 
deputy were ordered to swear the inhabitants of the county to the fulfilment of an Act 
against maintenance of peacebreakers.*3 The Act of 1477 forbidding the currency of 
Irish money was to be proclaimed in Cheshire by the sheriff.44 A complaint by the 
mayor of Chester that the statute of 1532 restricting the sale of tanned leather appeared 
to violate the liberties of the county palatine was ignored.45 

The judicial immunity of Cheshire was in some respects more apparent than real. 
In 1323 the right of the bishop of Coventry and Lichfield to cite the archdeacon of 
Chester before him was upheld by the king in spite of the justice’s protests.4° More 
than a century later the chamberlain of Chester, on his own authority, issued a writ 
of prohibition against the bishop, who had cited the rector of Northenden to appear 
before him: the bishop appealed to the privy council, and the prohibition was with- 
drawn as contrary to the king’s coronation oath. The chamberlain, John Troutbeck, 
was reproved.47 Although there was no regular process available in the 14th century 
to a person who had suffered injury outside Cheshire by a native of the county, it was 
possible for the injured party to seek a remedy by petitioning the king or earl.*® In 
1352 three men who had been outlawed in Yorkshire and had fled to Cheshire were 
to be arrested, detained, and removed to York.*9 In 1399 the immunity of Cheshire 
men from prosecution was much curtailed by statute. 5° 

Sessions of the Chester county court could be either afforced or supplemented by 
special commissions of the king or earl. In 1304 a commission of oyer and terminer 
in favour of William Inge, Sir William Trussell (the justice of Chester), Richard 
Massey (Trussell’s predecessor), William Bliburgh, and ‘Thomas Cambridge, had as 
its terms of reference alienations of the earl’s lands, unauthorized encroachments, 
and the unjust levy of imposts.5! In March 1309 two commissions of oyer and terminer 
related to specific events, the murder of a prior of Combermere and damages allegedly 
committed by the justice and his bailiffs against the abbot of Vale Royal.5? A com- 
mission of April 1318 was concerned with extortion by bailiffs, farmers, and other 

SoG ae DD Ke Reei'71'05; QO, 1174) 130,91 40,105250703'.0 G0 45 T. & P. Hen. VIII, vi, pp. 275, 658. 


D.K.R. 280; L. & P. Hen. VIII, v, p. 632. 46 Cal. Close, 1323-7, 45. The decision overrode or 
37 L. & P. Hen. VIII, i (2), p. 1005. ignored the earl of Chester’s authority. 
38 Cal. Pat. 1385-9, 217. 47 Earwaker, East Ches. i. 289-90. 
39: T. & P. Hen. VIII, iv, p. 426. 48 Rot. Parl. i. 107; Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 265, 267. 
40 H. J. Hewitt, Ches. under the Three Edwards, 96. 49 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 58. 
41 2 Hen. IV, c. 12; 37 D.K.R. 380. 50 + Hen. IV, c. 18. 
42 8 Hen. VI, c. 4. 51 Cal. Pat. 1301-7, 238. 
B33 7D eRe 135 < 44 Tbid. 141. 52 Ibid. 1307-13, 128-9. 
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ministers in Cheshire and Flintshire. The commissioners were empowered to remove 
incapable ministers.53 In 1333, 1346, and 1347, men were sent from the king or earl 
to observe sessions of the county court.5+ Between 1341 and 1342 Hugh Berwick and 
others were in Chester as justices of oyer and terminer for ‘all trespasses and felonies 
perpetrated in Cheshire and Flintshire’.55 

Under Edward IV, and particularly under the first two Tudors, measures were 
taken which resulted in the assimilation of Cheshire in several ways to normal English 
counties. At first Cheshire was brought into association with the council in the marches 
of Wales. Among the commissioners of the prince of Wales appointed in 1474 to 
oversee the prince’s demesnes in Cheshire and Flintshire, and to negotiate with the 
inhabitants for a mize, John Alcock, bishop of Rochester, Thomas Vaughan, the 
prince’s chamberlain, John Needham, and Richard Hawt were members of the prince’s 
council.5¢ In 1500 and 1501 the members of Prince Arthur’s council included Sir 
Richard Pole, Sir Thomas Englefield, Peter Newton, William Greville, and Robert 
Frost. Pole was made chamberlain of Chester in January 1500; the warrant for his 
appointment was, significantly, dated at Bewdley. Englefield was acting as deputy justice 
of Chester. Peter Newton, secretary to the council, had been made park-keeper of 
Shotwick in 1494, steward of Frodsham in 1495, and lessee of Shotwick manor in 1497. 
William Greville had been the prince’s advocate in the recent Chester guo warranto 
proceedings. Robert Frost, the prince’s almoner, had briefly held the chamberlainship 
of Chester.57 

Early in Henry VIII’s reign Cheshire and Flintshire were included in commissions 
of justices of oyer and terminer and of the peace for Wales and the marches, Shrop- 
shire, Herefordshire, Gloucestershire, and Worcestershire.58 The association of Cheshire 
with the marches was not, however, invariable. In 1517 the county was included 
with Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire, Staffordshire, Shropshire, and Lancashire 
in an inquiry into concealed inclosures.5? Four years later an inquiry into concealed 
lands had within its purview Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Shropshire, and Staffordshire 
as well as Cheshire.°° In 1522 Cheshire was included in the earl of Shrewsbury’s 
commission of array with Shropshire, Staffordshire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, 
Yorkshire, and Northumberland, and in the following year the earl of Surrey’s com- 
mission included the same counties, with Cumberland, Westmorland, and Lancashire.® 

From the 1520s the appointment of sheriffs in Cheshire coincided with similar 
appointments elsewhere; it was carried out in the same way, although the sheriff’s 
commissions were issued from the Chester Exchequer. In 1536 the Act introducing 
justices of the peace into the counties of ‘shired’ Wales included Cheshire and Flint- 
shire. Amercements and fines arising from the justices’ sessions there were to be 
estreated into the Chester Exchequer.®* The first surviving peace commissions for 
Cheshire were issued in July 1539, February and May 1540, and June 1543; no records 
of the justices’ sessions have, however, survived from the period.®3 

A further Act of 1536 regulated the issue of original and judicial writs in counties 
palatine. They were henceforth to run in the name of the king alone. In this Act the 
position of Sir Thomas Englefield as justice of Chester was expressly preserved. 


53 Cal. Pat. 1317-21, 134. 59 Tbid. ii (2), p. 1054. 
5+ Ibid. 1330-4, 432; Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 17, 22, 113. 6° Tbid. iii (2), p. 594. 
55 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 114-16. St Tbid. i1(2), pp. 1027, 121i. 
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The sessions of the Cheshire justices of the peace were said in 1540 to impose an 
additional heavy burden on those freeholders who also owed suit at the county court. 
It was then enacted that the county court should be held only twice each year, with 
one session after Michaelmas and the other after Easter. Such sessions were to be 
extended for as long as should be necessary.®5 The Act resulted in two anomalies. 
It restricted the justice’s freedom to decide the dates of the county court sessions in 
accordance with expediency. It also inadvertently led to the abolition of the sheriff’s 
retro-comitatus at which minor pleas were held and outlawries were proclaimed.® As 
a result an Act of 1541 set up a sheriff’s court for Cheshire, to be held once a month 
for determining civil pleas where the sums involved were less than 4os. and for the 
proclamation of outlawry. Procedure in Cheshire was thus brought into line with that 
in similar courts in other counties. The same Act restricted the number of Cheshire 
coroners to two.°7 The county’s avowries, which had by that time become a mere 
means of debt evasion, were abolished by the Act which gave the county representation 
in Parliament.®® In 1543 the standing of the justice of Chester was changed. He was 
now to hold sessions twice a year in Denbighshire and Montgomeryshire as well as 
in Cheshire and Flintshire. Original writs for Cheshire and Flintshire were to be issued 
from the Exchequer of Chester, as were writs de coronatore eligendo for the two counties. 
A new seal in the keeping of the justice, however, was to be used for sealing judicial 
writs for all four of the counties over which he had jurisdiction.®9 

In 1450 the leading inhabitants of Cheshire petitioned against the attempt to enforce 
a Parliamentary subsidy in the county. Cheshire, it was claimed, had been a county 
palatine since before the Norman Conquest, with its own parliaments, ‘chancery 
exchequer’, and justice.7° It has been asserted that Cheshire suffered only disadvantages 
from its exceptional status;7! those who subscribed to the petition, however, evidently 
wished to remain as they were. Nevertheless in the preamble to the Act of 1543 which 
gave parliamentary representation to the county and to the city of Chester, another 
petition was recited in which the disadvantages of non-representation in Parliament 
were set out.72 The reason for the Cheshire men’s change of mind was almost certainly 
the fact that, particularly since the late 1520s, Cheshire had lost much of that adminis- 
trative distinctiveness which it had still enjoyed in 1450. A final blow to the county’s 
traditional independence of status must have been the imposition of parliamentary 
subsidies there; Cheshire paid the subsidy of 1540.73 


65 32 Hen. VIII, c. 43. 69 34 & 35 Hen. VIII, c. 26. 

66 For the retro-comitatus see Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. p. 70 The petition, with the king’s acceptance of it, is 
XXiii. printed in Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 126-7. 
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The Survival of the Palatine Institutions 


BETWEEN the death of Henry VIII and the Restoration Cheshire’s administration 
resembled in most respects that of any other English county. Power was largely in the 
hands of a local élite, and was exercised through such offices as the magistracy and the 
deputy-lieutenancy. Nevertheless the distinctive institutions of the county, which had 
survived the reforms of the 1530s and 1540s, continued to function effectively through- 
out the period, except during the short-term disruption caused by the Civil War. 

Only during two brief periods between 1547 and 1660 were there earls of Chester. 
Henry, son of King James I, was created earl of Chester in June 1610, and died two 
and a half years later; his younger brother Charles received the earldom late in 1616 and 
held it until he succeeded to the throne early in 1625.! Neither earl exercised, either 
personally or through a council, any real power in the county. The grant of the earl- 
dom to Prince Henry, indeed, was followed by the transfer of responsibility for paying 
the fees of the justices of Chester from the local receiver to the national Exchequer.? 
The limited extent to which the earls were thought to be in control of Cheshire is 
neatly illustrated by the administration of inquisitions post mortem under them. In 
the time of Prince Henry inquisitions were always said to be held before the king’s 
escheator, by virtue of the king’s writ or commission. Under Prince Charles they were 
so described until June 1617; after that they were sometimes held in the prince’s name, 
though not consistently.t 

Even before the county had obtained representation in Parliament it had been made 
subject to parliamentary taxation. Nevertheless the traditional mize continued to be 
exacted whenever the county changed hands, as it had in the Middle Ages. In January 
1560, for example, a body representing the community of the county appeared before 
the deputy chamberlain in the Chester Exchequer and conceded a mize in return for 
the confirmation of their liberties.5 Grants of the mize, or the appointments of collectors, 
are recorded for the accessions of Edward VI and James I, and also in 1612.° An anony- 
mous writer early in the 17th century believed that the preservation of palatine rights 
depended on the ancient association of the grant of the mize with the concession of 
those rights, and with the assent of a representative body of the inhabitants.7 A genera- 
tion earlier the opinion had received support from the judges.® 

In practical terms the most prized possessions of the palatinate were its courts and 


1 Handbk. Brit. Chron. 421. 5 Chester 2/211. 
2 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1611-18, 45. 6 List of Exchequer (K.R.) Lay Subsidy R. (List & 
3 Ches. Inquisitions Post Mortem, 1603-60, R.S.L.C. Index Soe. xliv), 115; Ches. R.O., DAR/I/17. 
Ixxxiv. 109, 153, 160, 189; Ixxxvi. 152, 1613; xci. 1, 82, 155, 7 Rights and Jurisdiction of Co. Palatine of Chest. 
164. (Chetham Soc. [1st ser.] xxxvii), 26. 
* Three ings. of 1624 illustrate the confusion: ibid. 8 Ibid. 32-4. 
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its legal immunities. The courts of Great Sessions and Exchequer set Cheshire apart 
from other English counties in the minds of contemporary lawyers.? The courts claimed 
exclusive jurisdiction except in treason, error, foreign plea, and foreign voucher, and 
when in the Interregnum it seemed that much of their business had been lost to West- 
minster, the sheriff, justices of the peace, and grand and second juries at the Great 
Sessions addressed a petition to Parliament seeking its restoration.!° 

The court of Great Sessions had taken over the functions of the medieval county 
court in Cheshire. Whereas in the Middle Ages its judges had been responsible only 
for Cheshire and Flintshire, they afterwards had charge of a circuit which also included 
Denbighshire and Montgomeryshire. Furthermore, they occupied leading places in the 
Council in the Marches of Wales, and continued to do so even after Cheshire had been 
excluded from the Council’s jurisdiction.!! Like other judges of assize the justices of 
Chester were usually chosen from lawyers who had no previous connexion with the 
county. At first they were assisted by deputies, but in 1576 provision was made for 
an associate justice.!* The first associate, Henry 'Towneshend, had already acted as 
a deputy justice in Chester; he held his post for over forty years.'3 

Statutes of Henry VIII’s reign had enacted that there should be two six-day sessions 
a year in each of the counties comprising the circuits.'¢ In Chester the spring sessions 
were usually held in April, and the autumn sessions in September or October.!5 Under 
Sir John Throckmorton, justice of Chester from 1558 to 1580, they were held less 
regularly: the first sessions were held in February in five years, and autumn sessions 
varied in date from August to December.!® Political and personal difficulties seem to 
have made Throckmorton an unsuccessful justice.'7 Under his successors the pattern 
of sessions in April and September or October was consistently maintained. Departures 
from it were usually the result of the death of a justice and delay in the appointment of 
his successor, as in 1589, 1600, 1616, and 1625.18 The postponement of a spring session 
until July in 1608 may have resulted from Justice Lewkenor’s absence in London, where 
he was upholding the claim of the Council in the Marches of Wales to jurisdiction over 
Gloucestershire, Herefordshire, Shropshire, and Worcestershire.!? Work on the Chester 
circuit, indeed, was seen as a complement of work on the Council rather than vice versa. 
In his Liber Famelicus Justice James Whitelocke devoted far more attention to matters 
concerning the Council than to those concerning the circuit, noting, for example, the 
length of the Council’s sessions, the number of causes heard, and disputes over pre- 
cedence there in which he was involved. When he was offered promotion to the King’s 
Bench in 1624 he accepted, being then ‘very weary of the life I led at the Council’.?° 

The Civil War interrupted the court’s operations. The only occasion on which it sat 
between 1643 and 1647 was in February 1644, while Chester was in royalist hands. A 
grand jury, later said to have been ‘packed’, indicted Sir William Brereton and other 
Parliamentarians for their rebellious activities between July 1643 and January 1644.7 
In the following September Parliament ensured that the performance would not be 
repeated. The operation of the palatine seal, then in the hands of the royalist chamber- 
lain of Chester, was suspended, and the king’s writ was to run in Cheshire; inhabitants 
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of the county were to sue and to be answerable at Westminster.?? Once order had been 
re-established the court was able to resume its functions, and it sat from April 1648. 
The first justices appointed by Parliament were local men, John Bradshaw of Marple 
and Peter Warburton. Bradshaw is said to have been particularly zealous in his control 
of the Cheshire justices of the peace.?5 

Like the other courts of Great Sessions in the Welsh circuits that of Chester com- 
bined the jurisdiction of an ordinary assize court with that of the superior courts at 
Westminster.?+ In 1548 it was empowered to have fines with proclamation levied before 
it.25 Fourteen years later both it and the Chester Exchequer were acknowledged to be 
courts of record within the meaning of the Statute of Enrolments.?¢ 

The Exchequer of Chester was a more distinctive palatine institution than the court 
of Great Sessions.?7 The office of chamberlain might be held by an absentee nobleman, 
but his subordinate officials were permanently based in Chester castle. As in the Middle 
Ages the Exchequer combined the functions of a court and a secretariat. By the 
beginning of Elizabeth I’s reign, however, it had lost most of its earlier financial impor- 
tance. Before 1547 the Court of Augmentations had taken over responsibility for the 
financial administration of Crown lands in the county. From November 1559, when 
customs accounts were removed from its purview, the Exchequer’s financial responsi- 
bility lay merely in its liability to account for profits and fees of the seal and for its 
receipts as a court of justice.?§ 

Following the death of Sir Rice Maunsell in 1559 Edward, earl of Derby (d. 1572), 
was made chamberlain of Chester for life.2? In 1565, however, he was replaced by the 
earl of Leicester, who held the office for 23 years and was in turn succeeded by Henry, 
earl of Derby (d. 1593).3° Derby’s death was followed by a vacancy lasting 5 months, at 
the end of which the Attorney-General, Thomas Egerton, was appointed. He remained 
chamberlain after his elevation to the office of Lord Keeper in May 1596, but in August 
1603, soon after he became Lord Chancellor, he was made to give it up.3! His successor, 
William, earl of Derby (d. 1642), apparently made some hereditary claim to the office; 
he was appointed for life, and in 1626 his son James, Lord Strange, was associated with 
him in it.3? James took the royalist side in the Civil War, and in 1647 was removed from 
the chamberlainship, being replaced by the speakers of the two Houses of Parliament. 
William Lenthall occurs as chamberlain in 1650 and just before the Restoration, 
although the appointment of Humphrey Mackworth is recorded in 1654.33 

The chamberlains visited Chester infrequently. The office of vice-chamberlain 
therefore became more prominent during the period, especially in the first two decades 
of Elizabeth I’s reign when it was held by William Glasiour.3+ Under his leadership the 
Exchequer gained important jurisdictional victories, against the Council in the Marches 
of Wales and the corporation of the city of Chester. In the late 1560s, Thomas Radford, 
who had been imprisoned by Glasiour for refusing to give sureties for keeping the peace, 
successfully appealed to the Council in the Marches of Wales for his release. Glasiour 
objected to the Council’s action so strenuously that in 1568 a commission of judges under 
Sir James Dyer was appointed to inquire into the jurisdiction and liberties of the 
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county palatine and into the chamberlain’s office. Its report vindicated the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the palatine courts, except in cases of error, foreign plea, and foreign 
voucher, and affirmed that by the Laws in Wales Act 1542, Cheshire and Chester were 
excluded from the purview of the Council in the Marches of Wales.35 

Glasiour’s disputes with the corporation of Chester, of which he had himself been 
mayor in 1551-2, lasted for some fifteen years. Soon after his appointment as vice- 
chamberlain a defendant in a suit before the Exchequer complained about its jurisdic- 
tion to the mayor of Chester, claiming that since the city was a county of itself, distinct 
from the county palatine, he as a citizen should not be compelled to answer in the 
Chester Exchequer. ‘The mayor committed the plaintiff in the action to prison, and he 
and his sheriffs ignored Glasiour’s attempts to bring the plaintiff back into the Ex- 
chequer by a writ of corpus cum causa. Glasiour complained to his superior, the earl of 
Derby, who came to Chester and summoned the mayor and sheriffs before him. No 
agreement could be reached, and the dispute was taken before the national Exchequer, 
where it was held that the city was a parcel of the county palatine and liable to answer 
the Chester Exchequer’s writs.3° Shortly afterwards the city obtained a new confirma- 
tion of its liberties from the queen, and within a decade the mayor was claiming that 
a clause in the confirmation excluded the city from the Exchequer’s jurisdiction.37 Once 
again Glasiour’s writs were ignored. In March 1573 a commission under Sir Francis 
Walsingham was appointed to hear the dispute: it found that the clause in question had 
been fraudulently obtained, and ordered the letters patent containing it to be returned. 
A new confirmation of the city’s liberties was to be obtained, and detailed disputes 
between the city and the Chester Exchequer were to be settled by compromise.3® 

Glasiour’s relations with his subordinates were as inharmonious as those with the 
city of Chester and the Council in the Marches of Wales. The office of baron or clerk 
of the Exchequer was held jointly by William ‘Tatton and John Yerworth, with Alexan- 
der Cotes as their deputy.39 The three were involved in disputes with Glasiour in the 
1570s and 1580s. Cotes was accused of embezzlement and suspended from office, though 
the charge was later found to be false.4° Both sides appealed to the earl of Leicester as 
chamberlain, and Leicester attempted to impose more rigid control over Glasiour. 
New instructions issued for the running of the Exchequer in 1574 were designed to 
ensure the attendance at its sessions of qualified assistants; nevertheless the orders were 
ignored, and further ones had to be issued in 1578 and 1584. By the latter the vice- 
chamberlain’s freedom of action was severely curtailed: he could do little except in the 
presence of an assistant learned in the law.#! 

Seen against the success of Glasiour in freeing the Exchequer from the jurisdiction 
of the Council in the Marches of Wales, the result of the disputes within the Exchequer 
was ironical. Leicester asked George Bromley, justice of Chester, to sit in the Exchequer 
whenever possible; Henry Towneshend, the associate justice, was also among the 
recognized assistants by 1584: both were prominent in the Council in the Marches of 
Wales. The new instructions of 1584 limited the dates of the Exchequer’s sessions, which 
were to open on the same day as the Great Sessions. Furthermore, the Exchequer was 
increasingly staffed by common lawyers. Among the assistants was Peter Warburton, 
who became vice-chamberlain in 1593 and who late in 1600 became a justice of the 
Common Pleas.#2 An anonymous writer at the beginning of James I’s reign accepted 
the need for the justices of Great Sessions to be associated with the vice-chamberlain 
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36 Tbid. 16-24. 40 Ibid. 60, 258; Jones, ‘Exch. of Chest.’ 130-2. 
37 Morris, Chest. 546. 41 Jones, ‘Exch. of Chest.’ 129-32. 

38 Acts of P.C. 1571-5, 210, 223-8. 42 Tbid. 130-2; 39 D.K.R. 287. 


39 


A HISTORY OF CHESHIRE 


in an advisory capacity, but believed that the vice-chamberlain himself ‘must be no 
common lawyer’.43 Nevertheless the new vice-chamberlain appointed in January 1604 
was Henry 'Towneshend, already second justice of Chester, who held both offices until 
his death in 1621.44 

As vice-chamberlain Towneshend, like Glasiour, found his powers threatened. It 
was rumoured in 1604 that the city of Chester was once again about to try to exclude 
itself from the Exchequer’s jurisdiction.45 In 1605 Towneshend was complaining about 
encroachments on his authority by the Westminster courts, and three years later his 
superior, the earl of Derby, made a similar complaint.4° Meanwhile disputes among the 
Exchequer officials continued unabated.47 When 'Towneshend died in 1621 he was said 
to be 84 years old; if this was correct, he had already been in his late sixties when 
appointed vice-chamberlain.+* After his death the experiment of combining the offices 
of vice-chamberlain and second justice was discontinued.‘° 

At the beginning of James I’s reign the officials of the Exchequer were said to number 
twenty-four. They included the chamberlain, the baron or clerk, the controller, the 
attorney-general, four serjeants, an examiner, a bailiff-errant, a messenger, a crier, and 
nine attorneys, besides the mason, carpenter, and surveyor.5° To the list should be 
added the vice-chamberlain, his assistant, and the deputy baron.5! 

As a court of equity the Exchequer was held to have exercised its authority from the 
time of the creation of the earldom of Chester.5? No records of its judicial activities 
earlier than 1500 have, however, survived.53 Its procedure was similar to that of the 
court of Chancery, although its standards both of procedure and of record keeping 
are said to have been much lower.5+ It exercised powers of review over local courts, 
transferring actions, for example, from the Pentice Court of Chester to the Portmote 
Court, and issuing prohibitions of tithe suits in the ecclesiastical courts. Most of the 
causes heard before it were minor local disputes involving debt in some form, and it 
could offer the inhabitants of Cheshire more moderate fees and quicker hearings than 
they would obtain in Chancery. A suit in 1593 is said to have cost the plaintiff less than 
#5. Peter Warburton heard twelve causes in one day. When Henry Towneshend wrote 
to Cecil in the early years of the 17th century he recited the number of actions which 
he had heard in the Exchequer: they amounted to 80 shortly before October 1605, more 
than 65 in the week before Christmas, 65 again in April 1606, and 60 early in 1608.55 

The Exchequer continued its medieval function as the palatine chancery, executing 
commissions and other documents under the Chester seal. Its activities in this respect 
are, as in the earlier period, shown in the ‘recognizance rolls’, and the roll of 36 and 37 
Elizabeth I (1594-5) may be taken as a convenient illustrative example.%° It contains 
appointments of the county sheriff, and of a serjeant at law. Commissions issued during 
the year dealt with such matters as arrest, the sequestration of land in pursuance of an 
Exchequer decree, binding an offender to keep the peace, and inquiries into the removal 
of building materials from Chester castle, the responsibility for bridge repairs in 
Cheshire, and ‘libels and rhymes’ disseminated in Nantwich. Other writs enrolled 
included one of ouster le main and three of general livery, an exemption from service 
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on assizes, and an order for the levy of a county rate for bridge repairs. One charter, 
two indentures of sale, an inquisition post mortem, and proceedings and orders of the 
Exchequer were enrolled at the instance of interested parties. 


The Personnel of Local Administration 


Like those of other counties the commissions of the peace in Cheshire always 
included a proportion of ‘dignitaries’, chief among whom were the greater officers of 
state.57 Others who normally took little or no part in the routine work of justices of 
peace included, in Cheshire, the judges of the Great Sessions and some members of the 
Council in the Marches of Wales. The Council continued to be represented on the 
Cheshire commissions after Cheshire was excluded from its jurisdiction, and two of its 
members, William Glasiour the vice-chamberlain of Chester and Sir Hugh Cholmon- 
deley (d. 1597), were prominent among the active justices of the peace.5’ Among 
churchmen, the bishops of Chester were normally on the commission, and occasionally 
attended quarter sessions, while in the 17th century lesser ecclesiastics were sometimes 
appointed. They included George Byrom, rector of ‘Thornton, Thomas Dod, rector of 
Malpas and Astbury and archdeacon of Richmond, ‘Thomas Mallory, rector of Daven- 
ham and Mobberley, Richard Murray, rector of Stockport, William Nicholls, rector of 
Cheadle, George Snell, rector of Wallasey and archdeacon of Chester, and William 
Forster, rector of Barrow and (in 1634) bishop of Sodor and Man, besides two chancel- 
lors of the diocese of Chester, David Yale and Edmund Mainwaring.5? Nevertheless 
the core of the active bench during the period was provided by members of the local 
gentry. 

Some 220 Cheshire laymen served as justices of the peace in Cheshire between 1539 
and 1642.°° Detailed changes in the commissions of the peace in the period cannot here 
be traced, but certain general conclusions about their composition may be drawn. The 
size of commissions, exclusive of dignitaries, tended to increase during the 16th century 
in spite of government proposals to reduce it. In 1539 there were only fourteen local 
gentlemen on the commission. ‘The number rose to 23 in 1547, up to thirty during the 
1570s, 38 by 1587, and over forty by the 1590s. Its size remained roughly the same 
under James I, but fell to an average of just over thirty under Charles 1.6 The commis- 
sion of September 1626, numbering 83 altogether, was exceptional, and the additional 
justices are said to have been appointed merely in order to facilitate the collection of the 
Free Gift authorized two months earlier. By October the commission had been reduced 
to its normal size, with a total of 47 justices on it. 

Many justices, once appointed to the commission, served on it for the remainder of 
their active lives. Of the 220 laymen who served between 1539 and 1642, fourteen were 
only appointed temporarily in September 1626 and dismissed within a month. Some 
twenty others were still serving when the Civil War began. Of the remainder, it is 
virtually certain that 98 were on the commission at the time of their death. ‘The removal 
of justices of the peace thus appears to be exceptional. Occasionally it was the result of 
age or infirmity. Ralph Arderne (d. 1609), who was removed from the commission in 
1601, was aged over seventy three years before, when he had surrendered his estates 
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to his son.°+ Richard Birkenhead, recorder of Chester, surrendered that office through 
old age in 1601; he had been off the commission of the peace since 1593 or 1595.°5 Both 
William Moreton in 1616 and Peter Warburton of Arley in 1623 were removed at their 
own request.°® Outlawry was the cause of the removal of two justices in 1616, but one 
was reinstated within a month.°? Elizabethan governments sponsored various inquiries 
into the religious persuasions of the justices and of other leading gentlemen, but there 
is little evidence that ‘purges’ resulted. In 1564, for example, nine justices were listed 
as unfavourable to the religious settlement. Five (John Bruen, John Dutton, Urian 
Brereton, William Davenport, and Robert Tatton) were removed from the commission 
in 1564, and one (Peter Legh of Lyme) in 1565, but Dutton and Legh were soon restored 
to it, and the other three were not disturbed at all.°8 Further reports dated c. 1580 
and c. 1583 apparently produced even fewer changes; the nearest event to a major ‘purge’ 
occurred in 1595, when nine justices were removed, but five of them had only recently 
been appointed and the remainder are said to have been too poor to sustain the burden 
of office.®9 

It has been said that the membership of the Cheshire commissions in the late 16th 
and early 17th centuries reveals a ‘tendency to élitism’, ‘the increasingly hereditary 
nature of the office’, and its restriction to ‘a narrow section of society’.7° Such claims 
can be supported by some of the available evidence, but they represent on over- 
simplification. No members of the peerage were regularly resident in Cheshire during 
the period, but men of the rank of knight or baronet could generally expect to be in- 
cluded in the commission. All but one of the knights enumerated in a list of Cheshire 
freeholders in 1578 were justices.7! The 13 families which, it is claimed, constituted a 
county élite at the time, with annual incomes sufficient to enable them to lend large 
sums to the Crown and to head the muster rolls, altogether furnished 43 of the 220 lay 
justices, with the Savages of Rock Savage and the Calveleys of Lea each providing five 
justices, and the Fittons of Gawsworth, the Venables of Kinderton, the Breretons of 
Brereton, and the Booths of Dunham Massey each providing four.7? Nevertheless other 
families were equally prominent. The Delves of Doddington, the Dones of Utkinton, 
and the Masseys of Puddington each provided 5 justices between 1539 and 1642. ‘There 
are several instances of sons succeeding their fathers on the bench. Sir John Done, one 
of the first Cheshire justices to be appointed, died in 1561. His son Ralph was appointed 
in 1565; on his death his son John immediately succeeded him on the bench, and John’s 
own son and grandson followed equally quickly. Similar successions may be traced for 
the Masseys of Puddington and the Savages of Rock Savage.73 Nevertheless the ten- 
dency should not be exaggerated. The son of Thomas Aston (d. 1552) was not appointed 
to the commission, although his son Sir Thomas (d. 1613) was. Sir Thomas’s son John 
(d. 1615) was excluded, but John’s son Thomas, who attained his majority c. 1621, was 
appointed in 1637.74 William, Lord Brereton, and his son John were both justices in 
the 1620s. John predeceased William, but although John’s son William, who attained 
his majority in 1633, inherited the title, he was not appointed to the commission of the 
peace.75 When Sir Edward Fitton of Gawsworth died in 1606 his son was not appointed, 
even though three generations of Fittons had been on the commission.” 


64 Earwaker, East Ches. i. 469. and Early 17th Cents.’, T.H.S.L.C. cxix. 43. 

65 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 221. 73 Marriott, ‘Com. of Peace’, 139, 141, 142; Higgins, 
60 © 23n/4, fi. 14, 140. ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’, 256, 258, 259. 

o7 Ibid. . 14, 16v~ 74 Marriott, ‘Com. of Peace’, 138; Higgins, “Co. Govt. & 
68 Marriott, ‘Com. of Peace’, 83. Soc.’, 254; Pedigrees made at Visitation of Ches. 1613 
69 Ibid. 93, 99, 104. R.S.L.C. lviti), 12-13. 

7° Tbid. 67; Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’ 66, 67. 75 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’ 254; R.S.L.C. lxxxiv. 75. 


7 Last of Freeholders in Ches. 1578 (R.S.L.C. xliii), 3-23. 76 Marriott, ‘Com. of Peace’, 140. 
72 B. Coward, ‘Lieutenancy of Lancs. and Ches. in 16th 
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There were few professional lawyers among the active justices of the peace in 
Cheshire, although like gentlemen’s sons elsewhere many of the justices had attended 
one of the Inns of Court.77 The Birkenhead family, however, combined landed status 
and hereditary succession on the bench with professional expertise. John Birkenhead 
(d. 1550) and his illegitimate son Richard (d. after 1601) were recorders of Chester; 
Henry (d. 1613) and his son, also called Henry (d. 1646), were prothonotaries of the 
court of Great Sessions, and thus linked the court with the bench.78 

Service on the commission of the peace formed only one, though a very important, 
aspect of the civic responsibilities demanded of local gentlemen during the period. The 
county sheriffs, though not always members of the bench at the time of their appoint- 
ment, came from the same social rank as most of the justices. Some men were asked to 
bear the burden of that office more than once: Thomas Brooke of Norton (d. 1623) and 
George Booth of Dunham Massey (d. 1652) were each made sheriff of Cheshire twice, 
and Sir John Savage, who sat as a justice of the peace from 1550 until his death in 1597, 
acted as sheriff of Cheshire seven times.79 Although most of the sheriffs’ work was 
undertaken by deputies, the office imposed certain burdens and responsibilities up to 
and beyond the Restoration. A particularly irksome duty imposed on the sheriffs in 
the 1630s was the collection of Ship Money. The difficulties involved, when the sheriff 
was placed in a position of maximum discomfort between the Privy Council and the 
high and petty constables of the county, are amply demonstrated by the letters of Sir 
Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal, who was sheriff from 1637 to 1638.8° Gentlemen 
of substance were also made responsible for the collection of parliamentary subsidies. 
The assessment of the subsidy for Bucklow hundred in 1593 was in the hands of Sir 
Hugh Cholmondeley, Peter Warburton, and Thomas Brooke, all of whom were justices 
of the peace at the time.®! In June 1631 commissions concerning distraint of knight- 
hood were made out in favour of the earl of Derby and his son (joint chamberlains 
of Chester) and thirteen Cheshire gentlemen, all of whom except Edward Warren of 
Poynton were serving as justices of the peace.®? 

Administrative as well as financial duties were imposed on the county gentry, in 
addition to their work as justices of the peace. In 1595 the chamberlain, vice- 
chamberlain, and two justices of Chester appointed a commission to inquire into the 
responsibility for bridge repair in Cheshire. Fourteen local gentlemen were named, and 
the list was headed by Sir Rowland Stanley, a long-serving justice of the peace. ‘Two of 
the commissioners, Sir Randal Brereton and Thomas Wilbraham, had been among those 
asked a month earlier to investigate the removal of building materials from Chester 
castle. Another member of that commission had been Sir Hugh Cholmondeley; he 
and Thomas Wilbraham were among those deputed earlier in the year to inquire into 
the spread of ‘libels and rhymes’ in Nantwich.*3 The practice of appointing commis- 
sioners to assist the escheator and feodary in taking inquisitions post mortem imposed 
yet another duty on the same class. Sir Henry Bunbury (d. 1634) served as a commis- 
sioner on seven occasions between 1614 and 1621.84 Sir Richard Wilbraham of Wood- 
hey (d. 1643) attended fifteen inquisitions as a commissioner between 1613 and 1636.°5 

Public service of the kinds enumerated above might well occupy most of the active 
lifetime of a Cheshire gentleman. Some 29 of the 220 justices held the office for over 


77 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’ 78. 81 3 Sheaf, xxviii, p. 8. 

78 Marriott, ‘Com. of Peace’, 138; Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. 82 Obligatory Knighthood temp. Chas. I (R.S.L.C. xii), 
& Soc.’ 254; 39 D.K.R. 19-20. 199. 

79 P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. LX, 1'7b-18. 83 Chester 2/260 rott. 2, 3d. 

80 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’ 166-95; Elaine Marcotte, 84 R.S.L.C. bexxiv. 1, 13, 20, 37, 38, 54; bexxvi. ror. 
‘Ship-Money in Ches. 1637’, Bull. $n. Rylands Libr. lviii. 85 Ibid. lxxxiv. 1, 42, 78, 88, 134; Ixxxvi. 65, 116; xci. 
137-72. 38, 52, 69, 80, 147, 173-4, 175, 178. 
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thirty years, and Sir George Booth (d. 1652) served for over sixty. Attendance at quarter 
sessions varied between individuals. For example, 28 justices are recorded as attending 
between April 1577 and January 1580.8 Sir Hugh Cholmondeley attended 9 of the 12 
sessions, and Sir Randal Brereton attended 8, but the 10 justices who each attended 
4 or 5 sessions out of the 12 were more typical. On average 7 or 8 justices sat at each 
session. When special commissions were appointed, it was generally assumed that not 
all those named would participate. The commission appointed to investigate the removal 
of building materials from Chester castle in 1595 contains g names, but the quorum 
was set at two.87 In 1607 a committee of 11 justices was nominated to view the causeway 
between Warrington Bridge and Wilderspool; its quorum was 8, and that number duly 
attended and reported.8§ 

Freeholders of lesser rank, who could not normally aspire to a position on the county 
bench, were nevertheless expected to participate in administration. The office of es- 
cheator, normally held for life in Cheshire, was in the 16th century usually given to men 
of knightly rank, but in the 17th century both escheators and feodaries were labelled 
esquire or gentleman.’ Those freeholders who were styled gentlemen also normally 
filled the office of head constable, which carried a heavy financial responsibility in 
addition to the obligation to attend quarter sessions and Great Sessions.9° At any one 
time there were fourteen head constables in Cheshire, two from each of the seven 
hundreds of the county. The most interesting of the administrative obligations of 
the lesser gentry of the county, however, was their duty to perform jury service at 
Great Sessions, quarter sessions, and inquisitions. 

Throughout the period there is evidence that grand jury service was a burden which 
was unequally distributed among the Cheshire freeholders. In the 11 quarter sessions 
grand jury panels which survive for the sessions between April 1577 and January 1580 
325 men were impanelled.®! The jury usually numbered 15, but the panels from whom 
the jurors were chosen varied in size between 24 and 38. Those summoned included 
men who were styled esquires and gentlemen; the esquires, however, were less fre- 
quently sworn to service. John Domvile, for example, was impanelled on 7 out of the 
II occasions, and Thomas Vernon on 5, but neither was placed on a jury. Conversely, 
James Browne of Hulse, styled gentleman, was impanelled and sworn on 8 occasions, 
and Peter Filkyn of ‘Tattenhall and Robert Buckley of Bickerton each on seven. An 
investigation of grand jurymen at Great Sessions and quarter sessions from 1629 to 
1659 reveals similar tendencies.°? In that period 609 men were sworn to jury service; 
117 served on more than to occasions, and 28 of the latter were sworn on more than 
twenty. Philip Antrobus, William Tomlinson, John Middlehurst, and Humphrey Page, 
who had each served on juries before 1629, each acted on more than 40 occasions in the 
following 30 years. In the selection of jurymen a balance was maintained between 
experienced men and newcomers to the service, but there were also widely varying 
degrees of experience which cannot easily be explained. If juries at inquisitions post 
mortem are also taken into account, the pattern is emphasized.°3 Humphrey Page, for 
example, served on more than roo inquisition juries after 1603, or more than one in 
three of all those that were held under James I and Charles I. In 1619 17 inquisitions 


86 What follows is based on Ches. R.O., QJB 1/2 ff. 24, 
28v; QJF 7/1 no. 32; 7/2 no. 31; 7/3 no. 38; 7/4 no. 43; 
8/1 no. 42; 8/4 no. 413; 9/1 no. 34; 9/2 no. 32; 9/3 no. 33; 
9/4. no. 74. 

87 Chester 2/260 rot. 2. 

88 Ches. Q.S. Rec. 61. 

89 39 D.K.R. 57, 59, 60; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1603-10, 200; 
R.S.L.C. xci, p. ix; J. Hall, ‘Feodary’s Returns for Ches. 
in... 1576’, J.C.A.S. N.S, XVil. 19-54. 


99 J. S. Morrill, Ches. Grand Fury, 1625-59, 59-60. 

®t For what follows see Ches. R.O., QJF 7/1 nos. 19, 203 
4/2 no. 21; 7/3 no. 11; 7/4 nos. 34, 35; 8/1 nos. 24, 25; 8/3 
nos. II, 13, 14; 8/4 nos. 27, 28, 29; 9/1 no. 28; 9/2 nos. 
18, 19; 9/3 no. 16; 9/4 nos. 36, 38. 

92 Morrill, Ches. Grand Jury, 18-19. 

93 For what follows see R.S.L.C. Ixxxiv, Ixxxvi, and xci, 
passim. 
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post mortem were held. John Birtles, Edmund Mouldsworth, and Humphrey Page each 
served on g of them. The liability to serve on such juries as well as on grand juries at 
Great Sessions and quarter sessions could impose a heavy burden. There were two 
Great Sessions and four quarter sessions a year; the number of inquisitions averaged 
seven a year, although in the years from 1619 to 1624 it rose steeply, the number for 
each year being respectively 17, 21, 13, 11, 16, and eleven. Further service might be 
demanded at the private sessions held from time to time by justices of the peace, where 
jurors were again impanelled and sworn. At Bunbury in March 1568, for example, 
a panel of 34 was drawn up, of whom 17 were sworn as jurors.%4 

Jurors were sometimes fined for non-attendance. At the quarter sessions held in 
May 1559, for example, 3 esquires were each fined 35. 4d., and 10 gentlemen 2s. 6d.95 In 
1585 the fines for default were set at 13s. 4d. for esquires and 6s. 8d. for gentlemen.% 
Fines imposed at the sessions of April, July, and October 1594 amounted to a total of 
£10 6s. 8d., including 3 at the higher rate and 25 at the lower.27 In March 1608 7 men 
were each fined £1 for non-attendance at a private session, and ten years later 4 were 
fined similarly for non-attendance at quarter sessions, but in the 17th century such 
fines are rarely recorded, a fact which may well reflect the severity of the penalty.°8 It 
is impossible to reach a firm conclusion on the extent to which jury service was resented, 
although the frequency with which some men served could be taken to indicate their 
enthusiasm. Humphrey Page certainly felt that he was on familiar enough terms with 
the clerk of the peace to be able to ask him to suspend process until after he should 
have been able to speak to the clerk in person. 

The effect of the Civil War in Cheshire was to raise to the bench men who could 
previously not aspire to it, since many members of families traditionally active as 
justices were excluded by virtue of their political sympathies. It has been estimated 
that only 9 of the 30 justices who served between 1645 and 1659 were of families 
represented on the pre-war bench.! Four of the 30 had served as head constables.” 
Like the earlier justices they were frequently concerned in other tasks. Among 1g local 
justices named in the commission of the peace in the autumn of 1650, for example, 
17 were among the commissioners for the parliamentary assessment of April 1649, and 
I5 among those named in the similar commission of June 1657.3 Service on the many 
local committees appointed during and after the Civil War may indeed have taken up 
more time than that performed by the same men as justices of the peace.* 


Quarter Sessions and County Administration 


Between 1559, when continuous records begin, and 1660, the general sessions of the 
peace for Cheshire were with a single exceptions held in five towns: Chester, Knutsford, 
Middlewich, Nantwich, and Northwich.® The table shows the location of each session. 
It is obvious that the justices made various attempts to establish acceptable patterns 
of rotation between the five towns, either in order to deal fairly with business from the 
different parts of the county in turn, or to reduce their own need to travel. ‘Thus the 


94 Ches. R.O., Private Sess. File 10-44 Eliz. I no. 9. 3 Chester R.O., P/Cowper [1956], vol. ii, facing f. 1; 
95 Ibid., Estreats File 2-44 Eliz. I no. rv. Acts & Ords. of Interr. ii. 31, 1063-4. 
96 Tbid., QJB 1/2 f. 137. 4 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 225. 
97 Tbid., Estreats File 1576-1600 no. 47. 5 A session held at Congleton in July 1561. 
98 Tbid., QJB 2/4 f. r10v; 2/5 f. 9v; Morrill, Ches. Grand © The following paragraph and table are based on tables 
Jury, 16. in 3 Sheaf, lviii, p. 30, and Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’, 
99 Ches. R.O., QJF 55/1 no. 67. 262-3, corrected and supplemented by Ches. R.O. Quarter 
I Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 224. Sessions Order Bks. and Files. 
2 Ibid, 224-5. 
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LOCATION OF QUARTER SESSIONS 1559-1660 


Meeting-places: 























C Chester M Middlewich 

Co Congleton N Nantwich 

K_ Knutsford No Northwich 

Year Ep. East Mids. Mich. Year Ep. East. Mids. Mich 
1559 — — — M 1610 Gc K N M 
1560 INO. M N 1611 e! K N K 
1561 Nowe Co N 1612 (e M N K 
1562 Inger M N 1613 (c M N K 
1563 No C M N 1614 Cc K No N 
1564 Nowe M N 1615 Cc K N M 
1565 INo © M N 1616 Cc K N M 
1566 No C M N 1617 (c K N M 
1567 Now ae M N 1618 Cc K N M 
1568 No  C M N 1619 (c K N M 
1569 No Cc M N 1620 Cc ike N M 
1570 No  C M N 1621 Cc K N M 
1571 INO we M N 1622 c K N M 
1572 Nowe M N 1623 (e K N M 
1573 Now 5€ M N 1624 Cc K N M 
1574 No C M N 1625 (cS K N M 
1575 K Cc M N 1626 Cc K N M 
1576 Nowe M N 1627 Cc K N M 
1577 K (€ M N 1628 No K N M 
1578 ES Cc M Cc 1629 C K N No 
1579 K (c & Cc 1630 (c K N M 
1580 No Cc Cc (e 1631 C K N M 
1581 K (E C C 1632 Cc No N M 
1582 K c Cc (é: 1633 (E K N No 
1583 K Cc Cc C 1634 (© K N M 
1584 K Cc Cc Cc 1635 Cc K N No 
1585 K Cc (C iG 1636 Cc K N M 
1586 K e c Cc 1637 Cc K N No 
1587 K N Cc N 1638 Cc K N M 
1588 No N c c 1639 Cc K N No 
1589 K G C N 1640 CS K N M 
1590 Cc N K N 1641 Cc No N K 
1591 No Cc N No 1642 Cc No N K 
1592 (&: N (€ No 1643 (& —- aa — 
1593 C N (C N 1644 — -- _- — 
1594 No N Cc N 1645 — — — K 
1595 Cc N iS N 1646 —- No N M 
1596 (C N Cc N 1647 Cc K —- — 
1597 Cc No Cc N 1648 K No N K 
1598 K N C N 1649 M No N K 
1599 Cc N (e N 1650 (G M N No 
1600 No N € N 1651 K M N No 
1601 Cc No N N 1652 K M N 1g 
1602 ¢ Cc N M 1653 — K N K 
1603 Cc G& N M 1654 C M N K 
1604 N C No Cc 1655 No M N K 
1605 K M N N 1656 Cc M N K 
1606 M K N c 1657 (e M N K 
1607 N K Cc M 1658 (E M N K 
1608 Cc No N K 1659 Cc M N K 
1609 Cc M N K 1660 = = — K 








4 Adjourned to Northwich. 
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routine established in 1560 was only broken three times before the end of 1578, while 
from 1601 until the end of the period there were few exceptions to the rule that the 
Epiphany sessions should be held at Chester and the Midsummer sessions at Nant- 
wich. Surviving records give no indication of the factors which lay behind the justices’ 
decisions about the location of sessions, except when the Privy Council intervened in 
1578. In May of that year the justices were ordered, except in times of sickness, to hold 
sessions only at Chester or Nantwich. The instruction was not carried out, since the 
earl of Leicester, as chamberlain of Chester, issued a further order that three sessions 
a year should be held at Chester, while the fourth should be at Knutsford or North- 
wich: the result may be seen in the location of sessions between Michaelmas 1578 and 
Epiphany 1587.7 

Quarter sessions in Cheshire are usually said in the records to have lasted for one 
day only. On two occasions in the 1570s they were adjourned, and three of the sessions 
between July 1615 and July 1616 were said to have lasted for two days.§ They were 
usually described as general sessions of the peace, although in July 1607, January 1614, 
and January 1616 the words “and of gaol delivery’ were later inserted into the headings 
in the Order Books.? No unusual features have, however, been noticed in the business 
recorded at those sessions. 

A broken line of clerks of the peace is traceable from the establishment of the court 
and of deputy clerks from 1614.!° An important part of the clerks’ work was making 
and keeping the records, of which from the beginning of Elizabeth I’s reign there is an 
unusual abundance in comparison with what exists for other counties at that time. 
From the first the records form continuous series, of which the most important are the 
sessions books and files. It was decided at an early date to preserve the formal records 
of each session in two distinct series of books. One contained brief entries of those 
indictments which resulted in the imposition of a fine: the name of the person indicted, 
the nature of the offence, pledges for the fine, and subsequent action taken were all 
noted, although the amount of the fine is not normally given. By the end of the 16th 
century the indictments at each session were supplemented by notes of the grand jury’s 
presentments.!! The second series of books originally contained notes of recognizances 
dealt with at each session. Administrative orders made by the court, which are occa- 
sionally mentioned briefly in the earliest indictment books, were by the 1590s being 
more fully and formally entered in the recognizance books; the latter also, from January 
1627, give regular lists of head constables.' 

From the early 1570s the sessions books are supplemented by sessions files.13 Like 
those of other counties, the files, which until their restoration in the 1930s were kept 
in their original state as sessions rolls, contain documents of miscellaneous character, 
including writs of summons, jury panels, bills of indictment endorsed by the grand 
jury, examinations, recognizances taken before justices out of sessions, petitions, and 
letters to or from the bench. During the period the number of documents filed increased. 
The files for the year 1572-3 contain an average of 39 documents a session," or 156 
in all. Those for 1602-3 contain 336 documents, and those for 1622-3 589.15 ‘The effect 
of the outbreak of civil war is shown in a decline in the number of documents filed: 
there are 99 in the file for Easter 1642 and 132 in that for the Midsummer session, but 


7 Acts of P.C. 1577-8, 236; 3 Sheaf, lviii, p. 28. E. Stephens (ed.), Clerks of Counties 1360-1960, supple- 
8 Ches. R.O., QJB. 2/3 ff. 43v, 103v; 2/4 ff. 164v, 176; mented by Ches. R.O. List of Clerks of the Peace. 
1/4 f. 133. 11 Ches. R.O., QJB 2/1-7. 
9 Ibid., QJB 1/3 f. 239; 1/4 ff. 87, 123. 12 Tbid., QJB 1/1-6. 
10 The following account corrects Ches. Q. S. Recs. 23, 13 Tbid., class QJF. %4 [bid., QJF 2/1-4. 
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the Michaelmas file contains only 37 documents and that of the following Epiphany 
session 52.!° By the early 1650s business had once again increased, and the average 
of 150 documents filed at each session of the year 1652-3 represents a return to the level 
of activity of the early 1620s.!7 The file for July 1653 contains 333 documents.18 
Material to be filed was originally rolled up, with the outer wrapper containing notes 
of recognizances. The material on the wrapper for April 1619, for example, duplicates 
the entries in the recognizance and order book for that session.!9 Later the outer mem- 
brane became a mere wrapper, containing only the heading giving the date and place 
of the session, often ending with the word coram, indicating that it was written before 
the session opened and before the names of justices attending could be recorded. 

Among other records surviving from the period may be mentioned private sessions 
files, which exist for the reigns of Elizabeth I and James I; indictment rolls, which 
cover the period from 1568 to 1578 and are fair copies of the bills found by the grand 
juries; and rolls of estreats, which survive from the whole of Elizabeth’s reign.?° In 
spite of the quantity of material available, however, there are some surprising deficien- 
cies in the records. Few details are available of the justices’ work in fixing wages. 
Indictments for felony and subsequent proceedings are also imperfectly recorded. 

Judged from the headings to files and order books, a source not wholly reliable,? 
justices’ attendance at quarter sessions varied widely. ‘The sessions of the years 1577- 
80 were typical, in that attendance, averaging between 7 and 8 justices, varied in indi- 
vidual instances from 3 to twelve.? In the early 17th century sessions at Chester and 
at Nantwich tended to command the highest attendances.”3 It was rare for more than 
I5 justices to attend a session: such attendances are only recorded on 21 occasions 
between 1590 and 1640, or about a tenth of the total sessions. Unusually high atten- 
dances of more than 20 justices were recorded at Chester at Midsummer 1598, Easter 
1603, and Midsummer 1607, and at Nantwich at Michaelmas 1605. Average attendance 
figures taken decade by decade show attendances of just under g justices during the 
1590s, nearly 11 in the first decade of the 17th century, nearly 10 in the second, and 
over 10 in the 1620s, but from 1631 the average for the decade fell to less than eight. 
Since the order book for the 1650s has not survived, nothing can be said of the atten- 
dance of justices during that decade. 

Attendance at quarter sessions was, of course, only one of the many duties imposed 
on justices of the peace. Stress has rightly been laid on their work out of sessions, as 
shown, for example, by the number of documents which they signed and which were 
subsequently filed.24 Nevertheless it is obvious that if only small numbers of justices 
attended sessions it might be difficult to achieve consistency, especially in administra- 
tive projects which might require action over several months or even years. Thus in 
June 1631, after the receipt of the Book of Orders, it was decided that the house of 
correction at Northwich was too small and out of the way, and that two new ones 
should be built. Ten months later the bench decided that Northwich was, after all, 
the town nearest the centre of Cheshire, and that the old house of correction there 
should be retained. This might seem like mere vacillation, but an examination of the 
headings for each session shows that only Sir William Brereton was present at both: 
none of the other six justices at Nantwich in June 1631 joined him at the Easter session 


16 Ches. R.O., QJF 71/1-4. these recs. had Ches. R.O. call-numbers. 

17 Tbid., QJF 80/1-3. 21 e.g. Ches. R.O., Estreats File 1576-1600 ff. 47-47Vv, 
%8 Tbid., QJF 81/2. compared with QJB 1/3 ff. 4, 11. 

19 Ibid., QJB 1/5 ff. 1-6v; QJF 41/1, no. 87. 22 See above, n. gr. 


20 Tbid., Private Sess. Files 1568-1602, 1605-19; 23 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’, 262-3. 
Indictment Rolls, 1568-70, 1571-4, 1574-8; Estreats 24 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 16 and n. 2, 184. 
Files, 2-44 Eliz. I, 1560-75, 1576-1600. In 1976 none of 
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of 1632 which was, unusually, held at Northwich. On that occasion Brereton was joined 
by only three justices.?5 

Little can be said of the justices’ dealings at quarter sessions with the more serious 
criminal matters which came within their competence. No calendars of prisoners in 
Chester castle delivered at quarter sessions have survived for the 16th century. The first 
such record that has been found dates from the years 1603 and 1604, and consists of 
two calendars of prisoners written at the end of the book of recognizances and orders.?° 
Later recognizance and order books also include nomina prisonarum with notes of 
action taken, but such entries are unusual. It appears, however, that Chester castle was 
delivered of prisoners by the justices if they held their Epiphany sessions there.?7 
Whipping, branding, or the pillory were the usual punishments imposed.?8 In 1604 
a woman was sentenced to be hanged for burglary after a pregnancy inquest.29 

Cases recorded in the indictment books and supporting documents seem to be those 
for which a monetary punishment was imposed. Offences mentioned between October 
1594 and January 1595, for example, included trespass, forcible entry, assault, cutting 
down oak trees and other wood, rescuing a mare which had been levied in distraint, 
profaning the Sabbath, enclosing a highway, diverting a water-course, erecting a cot- 
tage without licence, conducting an alehouse without licence, unlicensed trading as 
a badger or drover, and non-payment of money due for the relief of poor prisoners. 
Fines imposed varied from 6d. to {£1.3° 

A long period could elapse between the indictment of an offender and his trial, and 
between the trial and the assessment of a suitable fine. The earliest estreat roll which 
has survived is headed ‘Fines for the first year of Elizabeth I taxed in the second’.3! 
Lists of those offenders to be fined were drawn up in rolls which each covered a year’s 
sessions, and submitted to the justices for the assessment of the fines at the following 
session. The amounts of the fines were then entered on the rolls, and a second copy 
was made, presumably in addition to the copy which had to be sent to the national 
Exchequer. The estreats for the four sessions from July 1568 to April 1569 inclusive, 
for example, were signed by four justices who were present at the session of July 
1569.32 By comparison of the estreats with the indictment books and bills it can be seen 
that delays were accepted as inevitable. Many of those indicted were absent from the 
court at the time of their indictment, and had to be pursued by mesne process, the 
various stages in the execution of which might occupy altogether five sessions.33 If 
appearance was not thus secured outlawry in the county court, which could take another 
five months, would follow. The result of such delays is shown in the roll of estreats for 
the year from April 1594 to January 1595. The roll was signed by six justices who were 
present at the session held in May 1595, which must have been the date when the fines 
were assessed. Those listed as liable to fines in April 1594, however, had been indicted 
at the session of May 1593; those listed at the October 1594 session had been indicted 
in May, July, and October of the previous year; and those listed at the session of Janu- 
ary 1595 had been indicted at the sessions of October 1593 and the four sessions of 
1594.°4 

The increase in the administrative powers and duties of the justices of the peace 
under the Tudors and early Stuarts is widely known.35 The administrative activities 


25 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/5 ff. 283v, 286v—287, 303, 306v— 31 Jbid., Estreats File 2-44 Eliz. I f. 1. 
32 Tbid., Estreats File 1560-75 ff. 12-14. 


07. 

Ss Ibid., QJB 1/3 ff. 279v—280v. 33 Tbid., QJB 2/4 f. 98v, for an example of 1607-8. 
27 e.g, ibid., QJB 1/4 ff. 127, 153, 178. 34 Ibid., Estreats File 1576-1600 ff. 47-47v; QJB 1/3 f. 
28 e.g. ibid., QJB 1/3 ff. 279v—280v; 1/5 ff. 87-8. 19; 2/4 ff. 6-13v. 
29 Tbid., QJB 1/3 ff. 279v—-280. 35 For summaries see Esther Moir, Justice of the Peace, 
30 [bid., Estreats File 15776-1600 ff. 47—47Vv. caps. 2 and 3; G. R. Elton, The Tudor Constitution, 454-5. 
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of the justices in Cheshire mirrored in most ways those of their contemporaries else- 
where.3° Their clearest expression is to be found in the orders which the justices made 
in quarter sessions; such orders were fully and formally enrolled from the 1590s.37 
Earlier administrative orders were recorded informally in recognizance or indictment 
books.38 Informal notes of orders continued to be made even after the 1590s, in the 
form of summaries written on the face of petitions submitted to the bench and filed 
among the sessions documents; the practice was in 1604 recorded in the order book, 
and in the 1650s, when no order book has survived, it is the only means of identifying 
action taken by the justices.39 

As in other counties the action taken by the justices was founded partly on statute 
law but also on orders made by the Privy Council and by the judges at the court of 
Great Sessions. Orders from the Privy Council were preserved on the sessions files.4° 
No copy of the Book of Orders of 1631 has been found among the Cheshire records, 
but it was mentioned in June of that year in connexion with orders about the house of 
correction and the appointment of provost-marshals.4' The court of Great Sessions 
often issued administrative directions to the justices. In 1606, for example, the judges 
ordered the justices to repair the road between Warrington bridge and Wilderspool; 
in 1616 they issued a general order that individual hundreds should be responsible 
for the repair of decayed bridges; in 1638 they required the suppression of superfluous 
alehouses in Bunbury; and in 1652 they referred petitions about bridges in disrepair to 
the justices.42 The chamberlain and his deputy could join the judges in issuing adminis- 
trative directions.*3 

Much of the justices’ work in quarter sessions was concerned with the problems of 
individuals. Decisions had to be taken on such matters as the issue of licences to brew and 
sell ale, to act as badgers, maltsters, or drovers, and to erect cottages; the maintenance 
of bastard children; and the claims of maimed soldiers for pensions. Such action was 
sometimes taken after recommendations from local justices. In 1572 three justices 
from Wirral hundred submitted to quarter sessions the names of persons whom they 
considered fit to conduct alehouses; in 1629 Sir Richard Grosvenor recommended a 
maimed soldier to the consideration of the bench for a pension.*+ Most often, however, 
action followed the submission of a petition to the justices. Petitions reached the bench 
in such numbers that in 1622, because some of them appeared to be ‘of no moment nor 
fitting to be heard in the sessions’, it was decided that before being heard they must be 
accepted as worthy by (presumably local) justices.45 Large numbers of petitions con- 
tinued to be submitted, and others were referred to the justices by the judges of Great 
Sessions and by the lord lieutenant.*° 

Where the problems of the county, as distinct from those of an individual or a small 
group, were to be dealt with, the justices were often less certain in their actions. The 
Privy Council’s orders were not always quickly carried out. In 1605 the Council 
complained about the justices’ negligence in organizing relief for victims of plague in 
Chester.47 Five years later the justices were said to have disregarded orders for the 
suppression of superfluous alehouses.4® 

36 More detailed surveys of individual admin. activities 41 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/5 ff. 286-286v. 


will be found in Marriott, ‘Com. of Peace’, 115-22; 42 Ches. Q.S. Rec. 57, 93-5, 160; Ches. R.O., QJB 1/4 
Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’, cap. 3; Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, f. 144. 


passim. Selections drawn from the sess. files, illustra- 43 Ches. Q.S. Rec. 79. 

tive of admin. work of Ches. justices of the period, are 44 Ibid. 37-9, 82-3. 

in Ches. Q.S. Rec. 36-169. 45 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/5 f. 72. 
37 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/3 passim. 46 e.g. Ches. Q.S. Rec. 67-8, 84-5, 131. 
38 e.g. ibid., QJB 1/1 ff. 17, 45v; 2/3 ff. 148v, 157. 47 Tbid. 53-4. 
39 Ibid., QJB 1/3 f. 165; Ches. O.S. Rec. 141-68. 48 Ches. R.O., QJF 38/4 no. 3. 


49 e.g. Ches. O.S. Rec. 46-7, 53-4, 65, 66-7. 
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If action affecting the whole county needed to be taken, a preliminary survey might 
be needed; such surveys were taken from time to time during the period, using the 
hundred as a basis. For example, between the end of November 1609 and the middle 
of January 1610 small groups of justices met in each hundred to draw up lists of those 
who were presented for selling ale without licence. Presentments were made by each 
township: thus in Eddisbury hundred gg illegal alehouses were presented from a total 
of 31 townships. In several of the townships the person making the presentment 
included himself among those breaking the law, as did Ralph Bryne of Tarvin and 
Richard Trafford of Bridge Trafford.4° A more ambitious project was the survey of 
bridges throughout Cheshire made between 1618 and 1621.5° 

The justices’ difficulty in framing and following a consistent policy is shown by their 
attempts to provide an adequate house of correction. The first record of an order for 
the erection of a county house of correction is in a note in the indictment book for 
1593.5! Further orders in 1611 provided for the conversion of a tithe barn in Altrin- 
cham, and rules for its supervision were drawn up.’? Nevertheless within three years 
a new decision was taken: 600 marks was to be raised for building two new houses of 
correction, one for Bucklow, Macclesfield, and Northwich hundreds and the other for 
the remaining four.53 The text of the order refers to a previous one, apparently unre- 
corded, for the building of a single house; but after three months yet another order for 
a single house of correction, to be built at Northwich, was entered.5+ By January 1615 
the house had been built, at a cost of 300 marks, and a governor had been appointed.55 
It ran into difficulties within five years: the governor’s sureties defaulted, and the owner 
of the land on which the house was built was complaining about the non-payment of 
rent due to him.‘® Early in 1623 the house was said to be in decay, and the implements 
and tools there to have been lost.57 There had meanwhile been several changes of 
master, and yet another followed in 1624 after petitions had been addressed to the 
justices complaining of the master’s misbehaviour.5’ The Book of Orders of 1631 
caused the bench to reconsider the provision of the house of correction: Northwich, 
they decided, was too remote from some parts of Cheshire, and it would be preferable 
to have two houses, one at or near Chester castle, and the other at Knutsford. The 
governors should have £25 each a year instead of the £10 allowed to the master at 
Northwich.5° At the following session a third house was proposed at Tarvin.°° Never- 
theless after six months the justices decided that Northwich was as convenient a site 
as any, and that the house there should continue, with the master’s payment raised 
from {10 to £25 a year.®! For the next five years nothing is heard of the house of 
correction, but in 1637 the master, who was then said to have allowed prisoners to 
escape and to have been negligent in imposing punishments, was dismissed.®* Between 
1638 and 1641 a new house of correction was built at Middlewich.®3 During the Civil 
War it was occupied by squatters.®* 

Such problems as those of the house of correction could arise from several factors. 
Changes in the commission of the peace, and the varying diligence of individual 
justices in attending quarter sessions, could lead to vacillations in administrative policy. 
Further difficulties were caused by the division of administration between county, 


49 Tbid., QJF 38/4 nos. ro1—-11. 57 Tbid. QJB 1/5 ff. 86v—87Vv. 

50 Chester R.O., CR63/2/692 ff. 38-47. 58 Ibid., ff. r21v, 127—-127V. 

51 Ches. R.O., QJB 2/3 f. 148v. 59 Tbid., ff. 286-286v. 

52 Ibid., QJB 1/4 ff. 43v, 47v-48, 49v—-Sov. 60 Tbid., f. 294. 

53 Ibid., f. 97. 61 Tbid., ff. 306v—307. 

54 Ibid., f. 104V. 62 Tbid., f. 461. 

55 Tbid., f. 108. 63 [bid., ff. 488-488v; QJB 1/6 ff. r4v, 22v, 53. 
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hundred, parish, and township, by the heavy reliance placed on unpaid local officials, 
and by the difficulty of raising money both for ordinary and for extraordinary expendi- 
ture. 

No attempt was made in the commissions of the peace to provide a sufficient number 
of justices for each hundred. In 1559, for example, of the 31 justices who were resident 
in the county, 8 were from Broxton, 6 each from Bucklow and Macclesfield, 4 from 
Wirral, 3 from Eddisbury, and only 2 each from Nantwich and Northwich.® In 1605 
the distribution was different but no more even: 10 of the 47 justices named were from 
Bucklow, 8 each from Nantwich and Macclesfield, 7 from Eddisbury, 5 each from 
Broxton and Wirral, and 4 from Northwich.® Whether or not individual justices were 
of the quorum might be another problem. In 1572 three Wirral justices discovered 
that they had exceeded their powers by taking recognizances from alehouse-keepers, 
since none of them was of the quorum, and in the same year Ralph Done wrote to ask 
Sir Hugh Cholmondeley to join himself and Richard Hurleston in granting a writ of 
restitution ‘since there is none of the quorum near but you’.°7 The only instance of a 
justice’s residence being taken into account at the time of his appointment seems to be 
that of Edward Warren in 1634.°° 

The justices fulfilled their obligation to supplement general sessions of the peace 
with regular hundred meetings. The justices who wrote to quarter sessions from Wirral 
in 1572 mentioned their frequent practice of calling ‘the country’ before them ‘for 
reformation of disorders and abuses’.°? Monthly meetings in the hundreds are men- 
tioned in 1603 and 1630, and the Book of Orders in requiring justices to hold such meet- 
ings was thus formalizing a practice already well-established in Cheshire.7° In 1659 one 
of the head constables of Macclesfield hundred declared that he had nothing to present 
to the grand jury at quarter sessions ‘in regard that the honourable justices of the peace 
within the said hundred do keep their usual month’s meetings, before whom offenders 
are presented and punished, so that I have no more but that I am your humble servant’.”# 

Each of the seven Cheshire hundreds was in two divisions, with a head constable in 
charge of each. The head constables were drawn from the same ranks of the gentry as 
those which provided the grand juries. Methods of election and length of service varied 
between hundreds, although the head constables were under the general supervision 
of quarter sessions: changes were usually recorded in the order books, and from 1627 
head constables were regularly listed there.72 Early in 1642 it was decided that they 
should remain in office for only one year, but the disruption caused by the Civil War 
frustrated the decision.73 The justices tried to ensure that head constables carried out 
their duties adequately : in 1641, for example, they ordered the constables to ride through 
their divisions at least once a week to seek out rogues and vagabonds.74 Non-attendance 
at quarter sessions could lead to the imposition of a fine on the defaulting constable, as 
in 1594 when four of them were fined.75 Complaints arose most frequently over the 
failure of the constables to levy or to pay in sums of money with which they were 
charged. In January 1605 two meetings were arranged at which present and former 
head constables were to present their accounts of receipts for the previous three years, 
but six months later seven of them had still failed to render accounts, and they were 
threatened with imprisonment.” In 1609 the clerk of the peace, who was an attorney at 


65 Marriott, ‘Com. of Peace’, 108. 72 Morrill, Ches. Grand Jury, 59-60; Ches. R.O., QJB 
66 Ches. R.O., OJB 1/3 f. 279. 1/5 ff. 174-174Vv. 

67 Ches. Q.S. Rec. 37-8; Ches. R.O., QJF 2/1 no. 3. 73 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/6 ff. 62v, 78. 

68 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 6. 74 Tbid., f. 46. 

69 Ches. O.S. Rec. 37. 75 Ches. R.O., Estreats File 15776-1600, f. 47. 

70 Tbid. 51; Ches. R.O., QJB 2/5 f. 148v. 76 Ibid., QJB 1/3 ff. 191, 202v-203. 


71 Ches. R.O., QJF 87/1 no. 10. 
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the Chester Exchequer, was ordered to begin a suit there against those head constables 
who were in arrears.77 The building of the new house of correction at Middlewich was 
said in 1640 and 1641 to be hampered by the failure of the head constables to gather 
the money allotted to it, and defaulters were again threatened with imprisonment.78 
In 1649 the head constables of Broxton, Macclesfield, Nantwich, and Wirral hundreds 
were alleged to have paid little or nothing towards a rate imposed six months earlier 
for bridge repairs: each was to be fined.79 In 1650 the bench tried to solve the problem 
by insisting that no head constable should be discharged from office until his accounts 
should have been rendered, any election of a successor notwithstanding.8° The head 
constables in turn complained that their failures were not the result of their own 
negligence. In 1649 one of those for Macclesfield hundred complained that the church- 
wardens would not pay their allotted sums for the relief of maimed soldiers, and the 
justices fined every churchwarden and ordered petty constables to collect the arrears 
Gites =! 

The size and nature of the Cheshire parishes imposed further difficulties in local ad- 
ministration. Parishes in Cheshire could consist of thirty or more townships, dispersed 
over a wide area.82 Between 1599 and 1601 quarter sessions were called on to discuss 
the question of those townships in the county which had to pay money for poor relief 
to parishes in Chester.83 By 1640 it had become usual in large parishes for each town- 
ship to maintain its own poor, but doubts as to the legality of the practice were 
expressed.8+ A further problem might then arise over the definition of a township. 
In 1639 Edward Warren asked the bench whether it might be possible for the three 
hamlets which together constituted Poynton township in Prestbury parish to be charged 
separately for poor relief. The request was referred to the justices for Macclesfield 
hundred, but the outcome is unknown.®5 

Although Cheshire was after 1540 subject to Parliamentary taxation, and although 
subsidies there were assessed on the same basis as those elsewhere, the ancient mize 
assessments on each township, which had been fixed at least as early as the 14th century, 
became the normal basis of assessment for county rates. In 1567 the payment of a year’s 
mize was ordered for the repair of all county bridges.®° The mize was used as the assess- 
ment rate for the money provided for plague relief, payments made from 1619 to the 
captain-trainer of the Cheshire trained bands, and the construction of a new house of 
correction.’7 Such expenditure, however, was extraordinary. Ordinary annual expendi- 
ture in Cheshire included sums raised for the relief of maimed soldiers and of prisoners 
in the King’s Bench and Marshalsea prisons and in Chester castle, and a composition 
for 25 oxen a year. In the early 1620s the amounts levied for maimed soldiers (£38 15s. 
8d.) and for the King’s Bench, Marshalsea, and the master of the house of correction 
(£15 12s.) were levied by head constables as a mize of 2s. gd. in the pound, and paid to 
the two elected county treasurers in quarterly instalments.®* Money raised for the 
relief of prisoners in Chester castle formed the basis of a separate mize rate of 1s. 9d. 
in the pound, which brought in over £25 a year. The rates were consolidated before 
July 1632, when they were all raised by a quarter.89 Although the mize itself was based 
on assessment by townships, the new lists drawn up were arranged by parishes, which 


cei WMostelys 0 ey he 84 Ches. O.S. Rec. 98-9. 
78 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/6 ff. 23, 30v-31. 85 Tbid. 97-8. 
Zoe bide. f. 210: 86 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/1 f. 97. 
80 Tbid., ff. 253v—-254. 87 Ibid., QJB 1/5 ff. 17, 488-488v; Ches. O.S. Rec. 52, 
8t Thid., ff. 209-209Vv. 54, 50. 
82 See table in Dorothy Sylvester, ‘Parish and Township 88 Chester R.O., CR63/2/692 ff. 145-6. 
in Ches. and NE. Wales’, 7.C.A.S. [N.s.], liv. 29. 89 Thbid., f. 148. 


83 Ches. R.O., QJB 1/3 ff. 72, 84, 94. 
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were listed according to the head constables’ divisions. A further increase of a quarter 
in the rates was authorized in April 1642.9° During the Civil War payment of maimed 
soldiers’ pensions lapsed. In 1648 the justices in response to a parliamentary ordinance 
ordered the election of treasurers for each hundred and a levy of three times the former 
amount; the order was, however, quickly rescinded.9! The election of county treasurers 
is first recorded in 1593, when ‘the two ancient justices of peace as they are placed in 
Her Majesty’s commission’ were chosen to act as treasurers for the money raised for the 
relief of maimed soldiers.° From 1620 they were given the additional responsibility 
of collecting and distributing money raised for ‘charitable uses’.9 

By the early 1650s the eccentricities of the mize were causing concern. It had been 
used not only as the basis of assessment of county rates, but also as that of Ship Money 
during the 1630s and weekly and monthly parliamentary assessments after the Civil 
War.°* In July 1651 the rector of Burton in Wirral complained that his parish, with 
only two townships, was assessed for prisoners and maimed soldiers at three times the 
rate of Neston, which had eight. The inhabitants of Baddiley showed that their assess- 
ment for prisoners and maimed soldiers, compared with those of Audlem and Marbury 
parishes, bore no relation to the ‘old rents’.°5 Nevertheless the mize was to remain the 
basis of assessment for local taxation for more than another century, and much time 
was taken up in devising tables to enable its incidence to be calculated: an example has 
been preserved from the early 1650s, compiled by one William Hankinson and prefaced 
by some verses entitled A Remonstrance of the Mize.% 


The Lieutenancy 


For most of the period the lieutenancy of both Lancashire and Cheshire was held 
by the earls of Derby.97 Earl Edward (d. 1572) was made lieutenant of Lancashire in 
1551, and two years later his commission was renewed for Lancashire, Cheshire, 
Flintshire, and Denbighshire. In 1557 and 1559 the earl again acted as lieutenant in 
Lancashire and Cheshire. He received another commission from 1569 to 1570, and his 
son and successor Henry (d. 1593) was commissioned from 1585. Disputes within 
the Stanley family are said to have lain behind the failure of William, earl of Derby 
(d. 1642), to obtain the lieutenancy until 1607: from 1593 to that year it was in com- 
mission, under the control of the sheriff and a number of local gentlemen.°8 In 1607 Earl 
William was created lieutenant, and his son James, Lord Strange, was associated with 
him in the office from 1626.99 

The Stanleys were a Lancashire rather than a Cheshire family, and their absence 
from Cheshire enhanced the role of their deputies. The latter were drawn from the 
leading ranks of Cheshire society, and were otherwise prominent as members of the 
commission of the peace. Sir John Savage and Sir Hugh Cholmondeley, for example, 
occur as deputy-lieutenants in 1569 and as commissioners of musters ten years later. 
Sir George Booth occurs as a deputy-lieutenant from 1619, and Robert Cholmondeley, 
Sir ‘Thomas Savage, and Richard Wilbraham occur from 1625.1 

In 1578 there were 356 knights, esquires, gentlemen, and freeholders in Cheshire 
charged with providing horses and armour; at about the same time there were just 


9° Ches. R.O., QJB 1/6 ff. 7ov—72. 96 Ches. R.O., DAR/I/17. 
91 Tbid., ff. 168v—169, 183v, r95v. 97 For much of what follows see T.H.S.L.C. cxix. 
% Ches. R.O., QJF 23/2 no. 64v; for names of justices 39-64. 
elected from 1593 to 1624 see QJB 1/5 ff. 115v—116. 98 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’ 121-2. 
93 Ibid., QJB 1/5 f. 37v. 99 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1625-6, 438, 461. 
9+ Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 28, 97 et seqq. t T.H.S.L.C. cxix. 44-5. 


9° Ches. R.O., QJF 79/2 nos. 129, 141. 


54 


PALATINE INSTITUTIONS AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT 


over two thousand able-bodied but unarmed men able to serve in the county.? As in 
the Middle Ages, Cheshire was a recruiting ground for soldiers, and about a thousand 
are said to have been impressed, mostly for service in Ireland, between 1585 and 1602.3 
In 1595, of a total of 4,000 able-bodied men in Cheshire aged between 16 and 60, 
I,100 were arrayed in bands. The nucleus of this force consisted of 600 trained foot- 
soldiers arranged in 6 bands corresponding to 6 of the 7 hundreds of Cheshire. 
Eddisbury hundred had no band of its own, but supplied men to its neighbours. The re- 
mainder were untrained men. There were also 500 pioneers, and the county’s quota of 
horsemen was said to be 89, although there was a deficiency of eighteen.+ In 1628 
there were again said to be 1,100 armed soldiers in the county; the number of pioneers 
had fallen to 113, and there were 68 horsemen.5 The cost of training men, and of recruit- 
ment for overseas service, was said to amount to over {2,400 in the decade from 1586 
to 1596.° 

Musters in Cheshire were notoriously inadequate until the 1620s.7 A temporary im- 
provement in the quality and training of soldiers followed the accession of Charles I; 
the professional soldiers sent by the Privy Council in 1626 to train the bands were 
afterwards retained by the deputy-lieutenants at their own charge, and companies of 
foot were maintained at full strength, with the aged and impotent removed.® The 
number of horsemen was, however, never brought up to the standard required, and 
the improvements of the late 1620s were not maintained during the next decade. 


2 List of Freeholders in Ches. in 1578, 3-24; Cal. S.P. 7 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1581-90, 14; 1619-23, 33. Cf. L. 


Dom. 1547-80, 469. Boynton, The Elizabethan Militia, 24-5. 
3 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’ 130. 8 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’ 153; Morrill, Ches. 16 30- 
4 Ches. R.O., DDX 358/1 ff. 1, 11Vv. 60, 26. 
5 Chester R.O., CR63/2/6 f. 42. 9 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. & Soc.’, cap. 4. 


6 Ches. R.O., DDX 358/1 f. 40. 
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The Court of Great Sessions, p. 56. The Exchequer of Chester, p. 57. The Abolition of the Palatine 
Institutions, p. 59. 


The Court of Great Sessions 


CONTEMPORARIES regarded the Chester court of Great Sessions as the equivalent 
of the assizes in other counties. The term ‘assizes’ was used to describe the court both 
by lawyers and by laymen.! With regard to pleas of the Crown it certainly resembled 
the Crown side of an ordinary assize court, a fact which probably explains the loose 
use of the term.? In civil actions its competence, in causes arising within Cheshire, 
paralleled that of the courts at Westminster, whose practice it took as its model unless 
varied by special rule of the Chester court.3 In the late 17th century it was claimed that 
certain real actions were subject to much longer delays at Chester than at Westminster, 
partly because the court of Great Sessions sat only twice each year, and then briefly, 
and also because defendants who lived outside the county could force the preliminary 
stages of such actions into interminable delays.+ Nevertheless it remained, until its 
abolition, popular for perfecting conveyances through fines and recoveries. In 1767, 
for example, 61 fines were levied and 34 recoveries suffered at the two Chester sessions.5 
It has been claimed that in the 1680s the civil work was as ‘considerable’ as the criminal, 
and a bitter complaint was made in the House of Commons about Judge Jeffreys, who 
had only held one session in 1680 and had then left a number of actions untried, to the 
great inconvenience of the parties.® 

The chief justice determined when each session should be held.7 Normally spring 
sessions were held in March or April and autumn sessions in September or October. 
They were held at Chester, except in 1716, when it was decided, apparently because 
of the many Jacobite prisoners in Chester castle, to hold them at Nantwich.9 Sessions 
were attended by elaborate ceremonial, involving the county sheriff in much expense.!° 
In 1745 an association was formed to provide financial relief to sheriffs, particularly 
in assize weeks: its first rule was that the sheriff was not then to entertain or treat 
jurors or others. Subscribers were if possible to dine and sup with the sheriff at their 
own expense ‘to prevent any sheriff being neglected or wanting company at the assizes’. 
During the scheme’s currency, from 1745 to 1778, more than two hundred subscribed 
to it. The entrance fee was {10 and the annual subscription two guineas.!! The opening 
of sessions of the court was preceded by a service in Chester cathedral; sermons 
preached on those occasions were sometimes published.'? The session itself was an 
excuse for a social gathering of the leading Cheshire gentry. In March 1748 Sir Richard 
Brooke, foreman of the grand jury, declared that ‘there is no bill of any sort brought 
before this jury, nor any business of any kind whatever, save eat, drink, smoke, and be 


t J. Faulkner, jun., Practice of Ct. of Session for Co. © G. W. Keeton, Lord Chancellor Jeffreys and the Stuart 
Chest., 2, 3, etc.; J. Hall, Hist. Nantwich, 205, 213-16. Cause, 156, 159. 
2 Proceedings of the Crown side of the court are noted 7 Faulkner, Practice, 69. 


in the Crown books, Chester 21/5, 21/7, and 21/8. The gap 8 P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. IV, 88-91. 
between ro Anne and 31 Geo. I is partly filled by a Crown 9 Hall, Hist. Nantwich, 215. 


book now in Chester R.O., CR63/2/13. 10 Tbid. 214-15. 
3 Faulkner, Practice, 1. 11 1 Sheaf, i, pp. 218-19. The order of procession for the 
+ G. Booth, Nature and Practice of Real Actions (2nd  assizes of Aug. 1831 is described ibid. ii, p. 68. 

edn., 1811), 159, 160-3. 12 e.g. in 1784: ibid. i, pp. 160-1. 


5 Listed in 3 Sheaf, xii, pp. 74-90. 
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jolly’. In the autumn session of 1751 the grand jurors spent £25 on food and drink at 
the Ship tavern, and in April 1753 ‘an exceeding good dinner’ was had at the Yacht.!3 
In such respects the Chester sessions resembled the assizes of other counties in England. 

The office of chief justice of Chester was apparently desirable both in its own right 
and as a rung on the ladder of judicial promotion. Sir Job Charlton is said to have been 
extremely reluctant to give it up in Judge Jeffreys’s favour in 1680.!4 In 1702 the chief 
justice refused to send in his patent for renewal, lest the renewal be refused, and towards 
the end of the 18th century John Morton successfully resisted suggestions that he 
should resign.'s The posts of chief justice and of puisne or ‘other’ justice could be given 
as political rewards, as in 1680 when Jeffreys was appointed and in 1689 when Sir 
John Trenchard and Littleton Powys became respectively chief and ‘other’ justice; 
both had been prominent opponents of James II.'© The chief justiceship was described 
after its abolition as ‘a prize for ratting’ and ‘a trap . . . baited with Cheshire cheese’, 
and, more recently, as ‘a sure stepping-stone for promotion to the English Bench’.!7 Of 
the 29 men who held it between 1660 and 1829, g died in office, but of the remainder 
7 became masters of the Rolls, 6 chief justices of the Common Pleas, 3 chief justices 
of the King’s Bench, and 2 chief barons of the Exchequer; Jeffreys and J. S. Copley 
(later Lord Lyndhurst) became Lord Chancellors.!8 The average length of each chief 
justice’s term of office was just under 6 years. Of the ‘other’ justices, 2 were promoted 
to the chief justiceship, as was the last holder of the office, in effect, since he acted alone 
after the death of the last chief justice in 1829; 9 died in office. None of the others 
reached high judicial office, although 2 became barons of the Exchequer and a third 
was made a justice first of the King’s Bench and later of the Common Pleas.!9 Twenty 
men served as ‘other’ justices between 1660 and 1830. 

After the Restoration the court of Great Sessions continued to supervise some 
branches of county administration. Presentments were made to it, as to the quarter 
sessions, concerning the failure of townships to repair their highways. In April 1714 
two individuals and the inhabitants of nine townships were so presented.?° In 1686 the 
court imposed a fine of £500 on the county for its failure to repair part of the Chester— 
Nantwich road.21 County buildings also came within its purview. In 1766 the grand 
jury drew attention to the inconvenience of the prothonotary’s room in Chester castle, 
where the county records were kept.?? In 1784 it presented the gaol at Chester castle 
as out of repair and insufficient.?3 A table of fees to be taken by clerks of the justices 
of the peace, settled at quarter sessions in 1809, was submitted to the Court of Great 
Sessions for its approval.?+ The judges also apparently had the power to confirm royal 
charters: the charter of 1568, which affirmed the exemption of the citizens of Nantwich 
from service on juries which concerned matters not arising within the town’s limits, was 
confirmed several times by the judges.?5 


The Exchequer of Chester 


In the late 17th and earlier 18th century the Exchequer’s position as a local court of 
equity seemed strong. In a manual of its practice, compiled c. 1740, an anonymous 


13 Tbid. ii, p. 4. 20 Chester R.O., CR63/2/13 ff. 2v-3. 

14 Keeton, feffreys, 149-52. 21 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/4 ff. 53, 54v—-55v. 

1s W. R. Williams, Gt. Sess. 25-6. 22 Tbid., QJF 194/4 no. 39. 

16 Keeton, Jeffreys, 148; Williams, Gt. Sess. 43-4, 62-3. 23 Ibid., QA/Gaol & Co. Hall at Chest. 1 p. 1. 
17 Williams, Gt. Sess. 29. 24 Tbid., table of clerks’ fees, 1809. 

18 Tbid. 38-55. 25 Hall, Hist. Nantwich, 79, 206, 216. 

19 Tbid. 56-69. 
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author wrote of ‘the great regard and extraordinary care which courts of equity have 
in their decrees: here is no hasty determination made with a haughty arbitrary air, but 
done with the greatest deliberation after the fullest information, and conscience is the 
judge’.2° Nevertheless, as the author admitted, there were difficulties. Much of the 
court’s business concerned the settlement of small debt claims through the process of 
common bill and confession. As an alternative to an action of debt at common law, a 
plaintiff would allege that the bond or note embodying the debt had been lost, and thus 
the action was brought within the purview of a court of equity. The process was both 
quick and effective, but the author of the manual claimed that it was ‘illegal and of 
dangerous consequence, as it introduces a method of determining property in an 
arbitrary manner and without the interposition of a jury’; normally such actions were 
settled by the mere order of the baron or of his deputy. Apparently the vice-chamberlain 
had wished to abolish the practice, but was prevented from doing so by the fact 
that then ‘the business of the court would be so small that probably no attorney of 
reputation would attend, and so the court become contemptible’.?7 In fact the court 
quickly lost favour at the end of the 18th century. Its records, abundant until the early 
part of George III’s reign, become meagre thereafter.?® In 1816 it was described as 
‘completely superannuated’; the deputy baron confessed his ignorance of its procedure, 
and of the two clerks then in attendance, one was said to be too sick to deal with impor- 
tant business, the other ‘almost childish’.29 In 1822 John Faulkner published a manual 
of its practice, based largely on that written some eighty years earlier, ‘which, if the 
business of that court should be revived, may, it is hoped, be useful’.3° 
Whereas the chief and ‘other’ justice of Chester normally attended the court of 
Great Sessions in person, the offices in the Exchequer were usually performed by 
deputy. The chamberlainship was, after the Restoration, entirely honorific, being held 
by the earls of Derby from 1660 to 1736 (except from 1672 to 1677), by the third and 
fourth earls of Cholmondeley (1736-1827), and by the earl of Stamford and Warrington 
from 1827 until its abolition.3! Sessions were usually held twice a year by the vice- 
chamberlain.32 At other times business was managed by the clerk or baron of the 
Exchequer, who could himself act by deputy.%3 
The baron of the Exchequer, or his deputy, was also responsible for the other aspect 
of the Exchequer’s functions, as the office from which writs and letters patent of the 
palatinate were issued. Original writs initiating actions in the court of session were 
obtained from it.3+ The diplomatic of the issue of letters patent concerning palatinate 
offices in the period has not been thoroughly examined, but it appears that those relat- 
ing to officers of the court of Great Sessions were issued by the Chancery of England, 
while Exchequer officials and the sheriffs of Cheshire received their patents from the 
Chester Exchequer.35 The Exchequer enrolments, especially after the beginning of the 
18th century, contain little other than records of appointments, together with a few 
enrolments of deeds and pleas, and records of the admission of attorneys at the Ex- 
chequer.?° There are fourteen rolls for the reign of Charles IJ, but only four thereafter.37 
26 Ches. R.O., DDX/15 p. 174. 34 Faulkner, Practice, 55, 57, 62, 76; judicial writs were 


27 Ibid. pp. 151-2. For commentary on the process see made out by the prothonotary: ibid. 5-6, 25, 30. 
Jones, ‘Exchequer of Chest. in last years of Eliz. I’, 145-6. 35 For examples, see Ches, R.O., DDX/24/18 (appoint- 


28 P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. XL, 5-11. ment of John Lloydas prothonotary and clerk of the Crown, 
29 3 Sheaf, lvii, p. 42. 1822), DAR/C/83 (appointment of John Arden as sheriff, 
39 Faulkner, Practice, pp. vi, 75-118. 1790). 

31 Williams, Gt. Sess. 73-4. 36 e.g. 39 D.K.R. 35, 99, 117, 257, 261, 282. 

32 bid. 75-7; Ches. R.O., DDX/15 p. 149. 37 P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. XL, 3. 
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The Abolition of the Palatine Institutions 


Both the Court of Session and the Chester Exchequer were abolished by an Act of 
1830 which took effect that October.38 Reform of the Welsh courts of Great Sessions, 
with which the Chester court was associated, had been discussed for some thirty years.3° 
The proposal to abolish the Chester courts was opposed both by the county and by the 
city of Chester, and petitions were drawn up against it.4°? The county justices of the 
peace authorized a printed statement which pointed out the convenience with which 
suits could be initiated and brought to trial at Chester. It was claimed that ‘the princi- 
ples and practice of the palatinate courts have not been understood by the parties 
recommending their abolition, but have been confounded with the judicature of Wales, 
from which they are and always have been totally distinct’. The point was pertinent 
with regard to the Chester Exchequer, but more dubious with regard to the court of 
Great Sessions, whose judges had since 1542 been responsible for the administration 
of justice in Flintshire, Denbighshire, and Montgomeryshire as well as in Cheshire. 
A contrast was drawn between the proposed abolition of the Chester courts and the 
retention of similar institutions in Lancaster and Durham. It is, however, difficult to 
see how the court of Great Sessions could have been retained after the abolition of the 
Great Sessions of Wales. The Exchequer might have presented a special case for reten- 
tion; its advantages were argued in an open letter from the vice-chamberlain, R. G. C. 
Fane, to the attorney-general. Fane pointed out that the recent Common Law Commis- 
sion had been incompetent to report on such courts of equity as the Exchequer, and 
proposed reforms which, he claimed, would ‘render it more extensively useful’. 
Nevertheless, he had to admit that ‘of late years the business of the court of Exchequer 
has been very trifling’, and it might have been argued that, having held the vice- 
chamberlainship for some six years, Fane had hitherto done little to bring about the 
improvements which he now advocated. 

Shortly after the abolition of the courts Joseph Hemingway described the Act as 
‘obnoxious’ and ‘an ungracious proceeding’; he believed that it would harm both the 
legal profession in Chester and the inhabitants of the county.*! The description was 
exaggerated, reflecting hurt local pride rather than a realistic view of the situation. 
Chester remained an assize town, being part of a circuit which until 1876 included all 
Wales.42 Although Hemingway had alleged that ‘serious delays and expenses will be 
imposed in the collection of debts’, there remained in the county some ten courts where 
small debts could be recovered, including the sheriff’s county court at Chester and 
various hundred and town courts.*3 They in turn were replaced by the new county 
courts set up after 1846. In 1882 the county was served by county courts at Chester, 
Altrincham, Birkenhead, Congleton, Crewe, Hyde, Macclesfield, Nantwich, Northwich, 
Runcorn, Sandbach, and Stockport, and it was then said that they had largely replaced 
the many manorial courts which had still functioned early in the 19th century.*+ 

A bizarre and unforseen result of the abolition of the Court of Session concerned the 
execution of condemned criminals.45 Until 1830 felons condemned at the court were 
handed over to the sheriffs of the city of Chester rather than to the county sheriff for 
execution. Executions took place originally at Boughton in the eastern suburbs of the 


38 yr Geo. IV & 1 Wm. IV, c. 70. For the background see 42 Guide to Contents of P.R.O. i. 127. 
Williams, Gt. Sess. 26-7; Holdsworth, Hist. Eng. Law, i. 43 Holdsworth, Hist. ng. Law, 1. 680. 


gtk 44 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i, p. xx and n. In 1962 there 
39 Williams, Gt. Sess. 26-7. were county courts at all those places except Nantwich 
40 What follows is based on the contents of an unlisted and Sandbach: Law List (1962), 37-8. 

box of documents labelled ‘abolition of palatinate jurisdic- 45 This paragraph is based on R. Stewart-Brown, 

tion’ at Ches. R.O. ‘Execution of Criminals in Ches.’, ¥.C.A.S. N.S. xxii 
41 J, Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 181 n. g1-116. 
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city, and afterwards at the city gaol.4° In 1834 the city sheriffs claimed that the abolition 
of the palatine jurisdiction had relieved them of their obligation to execute county 
criminals. The county sheriff in turn denied responsibility, and for more than three 
months the execution of two condemned felons was delayed while a solution was sought. 
With nothing decided, the felons were eventually removed from Chester castle by 
habeas corpus and hanged in London. In 1835 statutory provision was made for execu- 
tion, as before, by the city sheriffs, but in 1867 the responsibility was transferred to the 
sheriff of Cheshire. 

Concern had been expressed about the deterioration of the records of the palatine 
courts before 1830. By the Public Record Office Act, 1838, the records were placed 
under the charge of the Master of the Rolls.47 Faithful Thomas, a solicitor whose father 
had been gaoler in Chester castle,48 was paid to make abstracts of some classes of the 
records during the first quarter of the 19th century.49 In 1840 W. H. Black, Assistant 
Keeper of the Public Records, listed the common-law records in detail, relying on 
Thomas’s descriptions of the Exchequer records.5° In 1854 all the palatinate records 
were removed from Chester castle to the Public Record Office, where they were 
arranged and repaired.5! 


46 Accounts of some of the executions are given in H. Ches. R.O., Acc. 1320. 


Hughes, Chronicle of Chest., cap. 10. 50 r D.K.R. App. pp. 79-85, 108-11. 
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Hundreds, p. 63. County Finance, p. 65. County Officials, p. 68. Highways, Bridges, and County 
Buildings, p. 70. Police, p. 72. Militia, p. 73. 


Lieutenants and fustices of the Peace 


For most of the period from the Restoration to 1689 the earls of Derby were lieuten- 
ants both of Cheshire and of Lancashire.! In the early 1660s William, Lord Brereton, 
was associated with the 8th earl in the lieutenancy but the experiment appears to have 
led to friction and confusion. Some local feeling was expressed against both men, 
ostensibly because of their absence from the county.3 For most of the 18th century the 
offices of lord lieutenant and custos rotulorum were held by the earls of Cholmondeley; 
from 1783 to 1845 they were held by the earls of Stamford and Warrington. In 1845 
Richard, 2nd marquess of Westminster, was appointed; he held the office until his 
death in 1867, when he was succeeded in it by Lord Egerton of Tatton (d. 1883). From 
1883 to 1900 the lieutenancy and office of custos were again under Grosvenor control, 
in the person of the 1st duke of Westminster. It had been said in the late 18th century 
that the then Lord Grosvenor had felt himself slighted at being passed over for the 
lieutenancy.* 

No study has been made of the Cheshire commissions of the peace for the period. 
Changes in the commission belong, of course, rather to the study of political than to 
that of administrative history, particularly in the 18th century when ‘the prospect of 
the issue of a new commission of the peace was the signal for plots to begin’.5 Commis- 
sions were much larger than in the 17th century; thus that of October 1758 contained 
87 new names in addition to those who had served earlier. From the point of view of 
administrative history it is of more concern to know how many of the justices were 
actively concerned in county administration. Many of those whose names were included 
in the commission failed to take the oaths qualifying them to act. In 1853 only 176 of 
the 556 justices in the commission were qualified.” Patterns of attendance by the justices 
at quarter sessions indicate an aspect of their involvement in the work of the office. 
In 1755, for example, only 15 of the justices were recorded as having attended general 
sessions of the peace. Only one, Roger Comberbach, attended all four sessions. He was 
a professional lawyer, his father being prothonotary of the court of Great Sessions.® 
Two justices attended 3 sessions each, 4 attended 2, and the remaining 8 attended only 
once.? Ten years later of the 14 justices attending general sessions, none attended more 


I Lord lieutenants to 1882 are listed in Ormerod, Hist. of Westminster (d. 1953), who resigned in 1920, Sir W. 
Ches. i. 79. From the late 18th century the office of custos | Bromley-Davenport (d. 1949), and the 3rd Viscount 
rotulorum was generally held by the lord lieutenant. For Leverhulme: Ches. R.O., subject file: ‘Quarter Sessions 
a list of holders see Ches. R.O., subject file ‘Quarter Officeholders.’ 


Sessions Officeholders’. 5 Moir, Justice of Peace, 80. 
2 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1661-2, 483, 509, 596. The entries 6 2 Sheaf, i, pp. 99-100. 
there make it clear that Lord Brereton was Derby’s 7 J. M. Lee, Social Leaders and Public Persons, 16. 
associate rather than his deputy: cf. Ormerod, Hist. Ches. 8 Williams, Gt. Sess. 71, 83. 
157.9: 3 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1661-2, 596. 9 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/11 sess. 14 Jan., 15 Apr., 15 July, 


4 3 Sheaf, xiii, p. 34. The successors of the 1st duke of 7 Oct. 1755. The pattern of attendance at general quarter 
Westminster as lord lieutenants were the 1st Earl Egerton sessions at ten-yearly intervals from 1665 to 1795 is shown 
of Tatton (d. 1909), who resigned in 1905, the 2nd duke in Table I. 
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than two.!° Low attendance at quarter sessions caused concern in 1846, when it was 
decided that lists of justices should be drawn up, excluding those who had not qualified, 
those over sixty-five, clergymen having clerical duties, and practising medical men; 6 
justices should then receive, in alphabetical rotation, summonses in person to appear at 
quarter sessions.!! 

Attendance at quarter sessions was, of course, only a part of the justices’ work, much 
of which was done at monthly meetings, the later petty sessions, or in the justices’ own 
homes. From the beginning of the 19th century there is evidence of work by various 
committees of quarter sessions, including visitors of the county gaols at Chester castle 
and Knutsford, and of the county lunatic asylum at Upton by Chester. Between Decem- 
ber 1826 and December 1827, for example, 15 meetings of the committee of visitors of 


TABLE I: Attendances of Justices at General Quarter Sessions 1665-1795 


No. of sessions attended Total 
Year® Number attending sessions by individuals attending 
Ep. East. Mids. Mich. Fk 2 ie 4 

1665 8 9 17 8 10 2 6 2 21 
1675 13 9 17 10 6 5 by a 21 
1685 6 II 8 9 6 4 4 2 16 
1695 5 6 i 3 4 3 I 2 10 
1705 ae gp 24 9 12 12 3 ° 27 
I7I5 Io 13 12 12 oy 6 4 4 21 
1725 2 5) Io Gi 9 4 3 ° 16 
1735 12 9 II 12 m2 5 2 4 23 
1745 8 8 6 9 4 2S I 14 
1755 4 6 7 9 8 4 2 I 15 
1765 8 7 6 4 3 II ° ° 14 
1775 8 7 13 12 9 10 I a 22 
1785 9 10 II 7 6 12 I I 20 
1795 8 9 Io 10 8 13 I ° oe} 

4 i.e. modern calendar year beginning in Jan. > Lists incomplete. 


Knutsford house of correction were held. The number of justices present averaged 5; 
Trafford Trafford and Sir J. 'T. Stanley each attended 10, however, and E. V. 'Towns- 
hend attended nine.!? 

In 1848 156 acting justices were listed by their divisions.'3 Eight of them had served 
for over forty years each. The senior justice was Trafford Trafford of Oughtrington 
Hall, who had qualified in January 1797.14 He was chairman of quarter sessions, and 
although he had asked to be replaced in 1846, no substitute had then been found. 
Two years later he again tried to resign, and an arrangement was made by which he 
was persuaded to continue to preside over the hearing of appeals and over administra- 
tive business, but not over the trial of criminals. He was only finally able to retire in 
February 1858, after more than sixty years’ service on the bench; he died just over a 
year later.15 Of the other justices active in 1848 fifty had been appointed since the 
beginning of 1841, and seventy during the 1830s. 

Traditionally the justices of the peace had been drawn from the landed gentry, 
although in the 18th century clergymen were more often placed on the commission. In 
1758 thirteen of the 87 new justices were clerks, and 22 of the 156 acting justices in 
1848 were given the title ‘Reverend’.!° During the 1gth century industrialists were 
sometimes appointed. Those placed on the commission during the 1870s and 1880s 


10 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/12 sess. 15 Jan., 23 Apr., 16 July, 14 Tbid., p. xvi. 

8 Oct. 1765. 1s Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 19 Oct. 1846; 6/2 sess. 26 
1 [bid., QJB 6/1 sess. 6 Apr. 1846. Aug. 1848, 22 Feb. 1858, 27 June 1859. 
12 4 Sheaf, i, pp. 8-50. 16 2 Sheaf, i, pp. 99-100; Ches. O.S. Stand. Ord. (1848), 
13 Ches. Quarter Sessions Standing Orders (1848), pp. pp. xv—-xx. 
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included W. E. Garforth, a mining engineer, William Laird, a shipbuilder, Sir Joseph 
Leigh, a cotton manufacturer, and Thomas Ward, owner of salt works.!7 


Quarter Sessions 


The five sessions towns used before the Restoration (Chester, Knutsford, Middle- 
wich, Nantwich, and Northwich) continued to be used after 1660.!8 Until 1679 the 
January sessions were held at Chester, those of April alternately at Middlewich and 
Northwich, those of July at Nantwich, and those of October at Knutsford. From 1679 
the locations of the first two sessions were reversed. Middlewich ceased to be used after 
January 1723, but otherwise this pattern (Northwich, Chester, Nantwich, Knutsford) 
remained in use until 1745. From then until 1759 the positions of Nantwich and North- 
wich in the cycle were reversed, breaking a traidtion of some century and a half during 
which summer sessions had always been held at Nantwich. The sessions house there 
had collapsed in 1737, and while it was being rebuilt the Nantwich sessions were held 
in the house of correction.!9 The earl of Cholmondeley agreed to build a new sessions 
house and market hall, but that building in turn appeared dangerous by the end of the 
1750s, and as a result Nantwich ceased to be used as a quarter sessions town after 
January 1760.79 Meanwhile a new sessions house had been built at Northwich in 1731,?! 
but it too was abandoned after July 1759, and from 1760 general quarter sessions were 
held only at Chester, in January and April, and Knutsford, in July and October. The 
sessions house at Knutsford was repaired in the 1770s.?? In the early 1gth century 
a new sessions house was built there, with a house of correction attached.?3 

In the 17th century the amount of business was usually small enough to allow it to 
be completed within the general quarter sessions. Between 1660 and 1700 there are only 
a handful of references to adjourned sessions.*4 Adjournments remained infrequent until 
the 1730s, but appear much more often thereafter. It is not always clear what the 
business of the adjourned sessions was: no business, for example, is recorded in the 
order book for the sessions of 27 May, 24 June, and 12 August 1775.25 A routine cause 
of adjournment arose whenever the April sitting happened to coincide with the spring 
assizes in Chester.2° Sometimes adjourned sessions were held to meet a particular 
emergency, as in 1749, when six adjourned sessions took place in January, February, 
and March, to take precautions against the spread of cattle plague.?7 By the mid 19th 
century the details of regular adjournments, and the type of business to be transacted 
at both general and adjourned sessions, had become established in the court’s standing 
orders.?8 


Petty Sessions and the Cheshire Hundreds 


The genesis of petty sessions lay in the monthly meetings which, in Cheshire, had 
been held in each hundred since at least the late 16th century. In the 18th century they 
were still known as monthly meetings.29 In 1838 justices of the peace were listed 


17 Ches. Leaders, Social and Political (1896), 18, 61, 64, 23 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 493. 


67. 24 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/4 ff. 65, 79, 136v, 176v, 187; 3/5 
18 What follows is based on an analysis of Ches. R.O., sess. 15 Oct. 1695. 
QJB 3/1-15 and 6/1-2. 25 Ibid., QJB 3/14. 
19 Hall, Hist. Nantwich, 220; Ches. R.O., QJB 3/9 sess. 26 The first example found is of 1714: Ches. R.O., QJB 
12 July 1737, 11 July 1738, 10 July 1739, 15 July 1740. Sykoy is Gite 
20 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/10 sess. 13 July 1742; Hall, Hist. 27 Tbid., QJB 3/10. 
Nantwich, 220. 28 e.g. Ches. Q.S. Stand. Ord. (1838), pp. 1-7. 
21 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/8 sess. 12 Jan. 1731. 29 See, for example, 1 Sheaf, iii, p. 218; Ches. R.O., 
22 Tbid., QJB 3/14 sess. 4 Oct. 1774, 11 July 1775. DCH/A/465/26e. 
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according to the hundreds in which they lived; ten years later they were listed by petty 
sessional divisions.3° In Broxton, Eddisbury, Nantwich, Northwich, and Wirral, the 
boundaries of hundred and petty sessional division coincided until 1839, when three 
townships in Nantwich hundred were annexed to Northwich.3! In the same year 
Bucklow hundred was split into the two divisions of Daresbury and Bucklow (East).3? 
Before 1820 Macclesfield hundred was in two petty sessional divisions, Prestbury and 
Stockport,33 but a third, known as the Hyde division, was subsequently created, the 
appointment of a new high constable being authorized for it in 1848.34 In 1867 the new 
Runcorn division was created, based on nine townships taken out of the Daresbury 
division of Bucklow.35 In 1870 following the recommendations of a committee a new 
division known as Chester Castle was formed, consisting of 25 townships taken from 
Broxton, six from Eddisbury, and 18 from Wirral; another, Leftwich, was formed from 
28 townships taken from Daresbury, Bucklow (East), Eddisbury, and Northwich.%¢ In 
1874 nineteen townships were removed from Bucklow (East) to form Altrincham divi- 
sion.37 There were then fourteen petty sessional divisions within the county, none of 
which corresponded exactly with the original hundred boundaries. 

From the beginning of quarter sessions records in Cheshire there is evidence of the 
appointment of two high constables for each hundred in the county. In the two centuries 
after 1660 they continued to perform important functions. They were responsible for 
the policing of their divisions by constables of individual townships.3° They collected 
rates, and had to ensure that township officials acted properly in that respect. ‘Thus in 
1783 the high constable of one division of Broxton hundred issued printed. orders to 
the constables of the townships in his division. In August they were to notify alehouse 
keepers that their licences were due for renewal, and persons aggrieved by window-tax 
assessments that they could appeal; they were to make their payments towards the 
‘county stock’, and to return lists of the freeholders in their townships. In the following 
month they were given notice of the next month’s hundred meeting and special session 
for the highways, and ordered to list persons qualified to serve as overseers of the high- 
ways, and to notify the collectors of land tax, house duty, and window tax, and of the 
duty on inhabited houses, that their Michaelmas instalments were due.39 A book of 
tables showing the amounts due from each Cheshire township according to the tradi- 
tional valuations, published in 1726, was appropriately entitled The Head-Constable’s 
Assistant.+° High constables were responsible for drawing up lists of freeholders quali- 
fied to serve on juries.41 From the 1820s, however, they began to lose their powers. 
The appointment of special high constables relieved them of much of their duties with 
regard to crime prevention and the prosecution of offenders. Their responsibility for 
collecting county rates was transferred to the boards of guardians. By 1861 they were 
still obliged to attend quarter sessions, but only at Michaelmas of each year, and must 
appear before the grand jury if they had any nuisances to present of their own know- 
ledge.42 Although a new high constable’s division had been created as recently as 1848, 
the office was of little significance by the 1860s. It was abolished early in 1870.48 

The hundred itself retained vestigial functions up to the end of the period. Its 
liability for providing damages in the case of property destroyed during riots is well 

3° Ches. O.S. Stand. Ord. (1838), pp. 12-17; (1848), pp. 38 e.g, Ches. R.O., QJB 3/6 f. 204v: orders of 1717 


XV—XX. concerning watch and ward in the townships. 
31 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 14 Oct. 18309. 39 Ibid., DCH/A/465/26d, 26c. 
32 Tbid., sess. 1 July 1839. 40 By J. Jolley (London, 1726). 
33 Ches. R.O., QJB 4/1 pp. 466-7. 41 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/3 sess. 10 Jan. 1682. 
34 Ibid., QJB 6/2 sess. 16 Oct. 1848. 42 Ches. Q.S. Stand. Ord. (1861), p. 46. 
35 Ibid., QJB 6/3 sess. 30 Dec. 1867. 43 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 16 Oct. 1848; 6/3 sess. 3 Jan. 
3® Tbid., sess. 11 Apr. 1870, 3 Apr., 26 June 1871. 1870. 


37 Tbid., sess. 5 Jan. 1874. 
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known: examples for Cheshire have been found in 1841, 1853, and 1863.44 In 1848 
twenty-five bridges in the county were listed as hundred bridges, the obligation to 
repair which lay on the hundred rather than on the county.*5 In 1849 Bucklow, 
Macclesfield, and Northwich hundreds were fined for failure to repair bridges.#® A 
rate for the repair of hundred bridges was levied in Bucklow and Macclesfield hundreds 
in 1887.47 


County Finance 


Such sums as had been levied for county purposes by the justices of the peace in the 
period before the Restoration had been raised from each township according to the 
traditional assessment known as the mize. The mize was also payable by the county 
whenever the earldom of Chester changed hands, in return for a confirmation of the 
palatine privileges. Anciently set at £2,000 payable over three years, the mize itself 
would have been of little significance to royal finance after 1660. Nevertheless Charles 
II’s government tried to secure payment of it late in 1665; the proceeds were to be 
used for the repair of Chester castle.4® A year later nothing had been done to collect 
it by the earl of Derby, who, as chamberlain of Chester, was responsible for the issue 
of warrants directing its collection.49 ‘The traditional mize was again levied on the 
creation of Frederick, George II’s son, as prince of Wales and earl of Chester in 1729. 
The prince remitted it to the county, for the purpose of building quarter sessions 
houses, but by 1733 the treasurer appointed to supervise the work was dead, and it was 
not known what had become of the money.5° 

In the mid 17th century the mize assessments were used as the basis of Cheshire’s 
contribution to national taxation. In the parliamentary assessments from December 
1649 Cheshire’s total contribution was 1-22 per cent of the national total, and of that, 
Chester city paid one tenth. ‘Thus when an assessment of £70,000 a month was levied, 
Chester paid £85 11s. 2d. and the county £770. The {£770 was apportioned between 
hundreds according to the mize assessments. ‘That is proved by a calculation based on 
one quarter of a month’s assessment ({192 Ios.) in which the hundreds are set out in 
the same order as in warrants for collection of the mize (Eddisbury, Broxton, Wirral, 
Northwich, Bucklow, Nantwich, Macclesfield) and where each hundred’s payment is 
58-3 per cent of the hundred’s nominal mize assessment.5! The royal aid granted in 
1665 used the same basis of assessment.5? ‘Taxation of land during the later years of 
Charles II’s reign, however, used new bases.°3 

The mize remained in use for assessment of county rates from 1660 until late in 1821. 
Early in the period each item of expenditure required a separate warrant. ‘The quarter 
sessions order books record the amount required, and analyse it by hundreds according 
to the mize assessment.5+ The sums appear at first as marginal notes, but by the early 
18th century they are neatly tabulated. ‘Thus at the end of the orders of the session of 
July 1703, nine items are listed, with each demand analysed by hundreds. In all, 
demands set out in this way in 1703 amounted to £640 Is., raised for 23 different pur- 
poses.55 In addition to the extraordinary items, which varied from session to session, 


44 Tbid., QJB 6/1 sess. 18 Oct. 1841; 6/2 sess. 27 June 5I Chester R.O., CR63/2/692 f. 69; Ches. R.O., DAR/I/2. 


1853; 6/3 sess. 29 June 1863. 52 Eng. Hist. Documents, vili, p. 318; Chester R.O., 
45. Ches. O.S. Stand. Ord. (1848), p. xiv. CR63/2/692 f. 69. 
46 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 9 Apr. 1849. 53 Examples given in Ches. R.O., DAR/I/2. 
47 Tbid., QJB 6/4 sess. 4 Apr. 1887. 54 For a published example of 1671 see Ches. Q.S. Rec. 
48 1 Sheaf, i, p. 159. 182 (where the hundreds are listed in an unusual order). 
49 Ibid., pp. 163-4. 55 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/5 sess. 12 Jan., 13 Apr., 13 July, 
50 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/8 sess. 9 Jan. 1733. Sr Oct mm 7Oss 
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payments were also demanded towards what became known as the county stock. In 1680 
a levy of {100 a year was authorized, to support the houses of correction and prisoners 
in Chester castle and the King’s Bench and Marshalsea prisons. Pensions for maimed 
soldiers, which had hitherto occurred as a regular item, were temporarily in abeyance.°® 
In 1700 quarterly payments for the county stock were raised from £25 to £37 1os., and 
they were raised again in 1701 (to £50) and 1703 (to £75).5” Thus in the latter year the 
total demand, for county stock and extraordinary expenditure, was more than £800. 

Amounts for individual items of expenditure were assessed and collected until 
1739, and individual treasurers were appointed to supervise payments in connexion 
with each. The result was that a township constable might have to levy, as in 1703, 
some twenty or more different rates, some of which might be very small. The publi- 
cation of mize tables in 1726 must have eased the problems of both high and petty 
constables.58 Using them, the amount due from any township, when a given rate was 
imposed in the hundred in which it lay, could be ascertained to within one thousandth 
of a penny. The inherent inefficiency of the separate rating system was recognized by 
statute in 1739, when quarter sessions were authorized to levy a single rate for all 
county purposes.5? The power was first used in Cheshire in October 1739, when {£250 
was demanded.°° By late 1741 quarterly payments were fixed at {£500.°' In 1742 Mac- 
clesfield borough successfully claimed exemption from rates levied for the repair of 
county bridges, unless they lay within its boundaries. That made it impossible to 
retain the system of making a block demand for the county stock, and at the first three 
sessions of 1742 the demand was once more divided into two parts, one for the “county 
stock commonly called the quarterly pay’ and the other for bridge repair.®? The arrange- 
ment was, apparently, considered unsatisfactory, and in 1743 it was arranged that 
Macclesfield, together with Congleton which had also claimed exemption from bridge 
repair rates, should in future simply pay half the amount at which they were assessed 
for general county stock rates.°3 

From October 1742 the demands for quarterly pay disappear from the quarter 
sessions order books, and the loss of the county treasurers’ accounts makes it impossible 
to know what demands were being made on the county. From time to time the treasurers’ 
accounts were audited by quarter sessions, but little can be deduced from the entries 
concerning the audits in the order books. In July 1764 the ‘quarterly pay’ was £400. 
At the end of the 18th century the rateable value of Cheshire was said to be exactly 
£1,000; the values given for each hundred except Macclesfield and Northwich show 
that the estimate was based on the mize, since for the five hundreds they represent 
the mize assessment multiplied by 3-048.°5 

At the level of the individual township, the amount demanded for county rates had 
to be apportioned among the ratepayers, and it is obvious that the comparative values 
of their land were taken into consideration. In 1748 the sum of 14s. was apportioned 
among thirty-eight occupiers in Grappenhall, the payment demanded varying from 
4d. to 2s. 1d.; in Latchford 26 occupiers had to pay sums between 4d. and 1s. 6$d.° In 
1784 the constables of Cholmondeley township made a succession of assessments based 
on land values, and paid the instalments of the ‘quarterly pay’ together with other 
expenditure from the money so raised.°7 Such local levies were sometimes based on 


56 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/3 sess. 15 July 1680. 62 Tbid., sess. 12 Jan., 27 Apr., 13 July 1742. 
57 [bid., QJB 3/5 sess. 16 July 1700, 6 May 1701, 13 Apr. 63 Tbid., sess. 11 Jan. 1743. 
1703. 64 Chester 38/33 (unnumbered rate assessments). 
58 Jolley, Head-Constable’s Assistant. 65 Aikins, General Account of Ches. (1795), quoted in 
59 12 Geo. II, c. 29. 3 Sheaf, xxviii, p. 67. 
60 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/9 sess. 2 Oct. 1739. 66 3 Sheaf, xiii, pp. 47-8. 


61 Tbid., sess. 14 July 1741; QJB 3/10 sess. 6 Oct. 1741. 67 Ches. R.O., DCH/A/465/26i. 
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a ‘pound rate’, sometimes on traditional rental values, the ‘old rents’. In 1701 quarter 
sessions ordered that, since it appeared that the assessment for poor relief in Clive, 
made according to the ‘old rents’, was unfair, a new one should be made ‘by way of 
the pound rate’.°® Between 1714 and 1716 a succession of appeals and counter-appeals 
reached quarter sessions from the inhabitants of Church Minshull over the same issue. 
The court first decided in favour of assessment based on the ‘old rents’, but later 
changed its mind.®? It was said in 1686 that the ‘old rents’ in Bunbury parish, amount- 
ing to about £273, represented about one twenty-fourth of the real annual value of 
lands there.7° The inhabitants of a township could appeal to quarter sessions for leave 
to make a new assessment. ‘That was done by the inhabitants of Christleton in 1694: 
a new survey was made and returned into quarter sessions, which referred it to the 
next monthly meeting for Broxton hundred and afterwards confirmed it.7! 

In 1815 quarter sessions were empowered to replace such stereotyped assessments as 
the mize by new equitable bases of rateable value.72 No advantage was taken of the 
statute in Cheshire until late in 1820, by which time the ‘quarterly pay’ had risen to 
£5,000.73 In October quarter sessions ordered a return of land values to be made to the 
local justices in their petty sessional divisions; they in turn were to report at the next 
quarter sessions.7* The returns were found to be inadequate, and, because they still 
appeared unsatisfactory in August 1821, three local surveyors were asked to check them. 
Their recommendations were accepted in September.75 A rate of 1$d. in the pound was 
then levied, the expected product of which was about {5,363.76 Under the new assess- 
ments the proportion of county rates paid by each division of the seven hundreds of 
Cheshire changed considerably, as is shown in ‘Table IT. Under the old system the two 
divisions of Wirral hundred appear to have been greatly over-burdened, while Bucklow 
and Macclesfield hundreds paid much less than their fair share towards county ex- 
penses. Similar changes in distribution of the demand occurred within the parishes. 
Table III shows how this worked in the eleven townships forming the ancient parish 
of Tarvin. Adjustments in the assessments could be made fairly easily. From time to 
time full-scale reassessments of rateable values throughout the county were ordered.77 
Collection remained the responsibility of the head constables within each division of 
the hundreds until 1844, when it was transferred to the poor-law unions.7° 

A further source of income from the mid-18th century was found in the profits of 
the Weaver Navigation. In 1720 an Act for making the river Weaver navigable between 
Winsford and Frodsham bridges had provided that, once the trustees’ debts were paid 
off, surplus income might be devoted to bridges and highways in Cheshire.79 The 
trustees’ accounts were audited by the clerk of the peace each year from 1761, but no 
income was received from the source until 1777—8.8° Between then and 1894, when the 
county council lost its revenues from the Weaver, the navigation contributed on average 
more than {9,000 a year to county funds.*! Such projects as the rebuilding of Chester 
castle in the late 18th century and the construction of the county lunatic asylum at 
Upton early in the 19th were partly financed from that source. 

From the late 18th century capital expenditure was also financed by loans. An Act 
for the rebuilding of Chester castle empowered the commissioners to raise money on 


68 Tbid., QJB 3/5 sess. 15 July 1701. 77 e.g. Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 30 June 1851, 27 June 
69 Tbid., QJB 3/6 ff. 125, 132, 149, 160v, 164-164Vv, 170v. 1859; 6/3 sess. 7 Apr. 1873; 6/4 sess. 15 Oct. 1883. 

7° Tbid., QJB 3/4 ff. 54v—s5v. 78 Ibid., QJB 6/1 sess. 1 July, 14 Oct. 1844. 

DMpide rt. 217, 220,225 « IE Geom lycu lO: 

d2nconGeo. III, cu 51: 80 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/12 sess. 14 July 1761; 3/14 sess. 
73 Ches. R.O., QJB 4/1 p. 465. 7 Oct. 147777: 

74 Tbid., pp. 466-7. 81 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 68. 

75 Ibid., pp. 618, 631-4, 675, 679-82. 82 Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 177, 226. The account 
76 Tbid., pp. 747-57. bks. of the trustees are in Ches. R.O. 
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mortgage of the county rates.8s Other such loans included £5,000 for alterations to 
Knutsford house of correction in 1853, and £16,500 for alterations to Upton lunatic 
asylum in 1853 and 1855.8+ In 1866 the county had to borrow £270,000 to pay com- 
pensation for cattle slaughtered during the cattle plague of 1865-6. ‘The debt could not 
be paid off until 1897.5 

Until 1843 the county treasurers’ accounts were audited by ad hoc committees of 
justices of the peace. From that year, however, a finance committee of quarter sessions 
was regularly appointed. It consisted of five justices appointed by the Michaelmas 
quarter session and one from each petty sessional division.*® From the early 1850s it 
met at the Crewe Arms Hotel at Crewe.87 The treasurers’ accounts were passed at the 
Michaelmas quarter sessions. Since rates were assessed quarterly, there tended to be 
wide variations in the balances each year, and in the amounts of the rates demanded. 
For example, a rate of }d. in the £ was levied by each of the seven quarter sessions 
before October 1850, when there was a balance in the treasurer’s hands of nearly 


TaBLeE 11: Mize and Rateable Value by Hundreds 





Percentage of | Percentage of 


Hundred and Division total mize total rate 
assessment assessment (1821) 

Broxton W. 7:08 5°34 
Broxton E. 7°83 5°16 
Bucklow E. 7:08 10°29 
Bucklow W. 7°02 8°59 
Eddisbury W. 6°89 6:7 
Eddisbury E. 3°89 48 
Macclesfield Stockport 6:97 13°06 
Macclesfield Prestbury 9°85 12:28 
Nantwich Audlem 9°09 6°17 
Nantwich Nantwich 7°68 6-16 
Northwich Middlewich 6°17 5°59 
Northwich Congleton 6°95 TO, 
Wirral W. 6-12 3°44 
Wirral E. 7°36 4°65 





Sources: for mize, Jolley, Head-Constable’s Assistant; for rate 
Ches. R.O., QJB 4/1, p. 756. 


£4,700. Apparently the justices felt that the balance was healthy enough for them to 
need no levy during the following year. The result was a deficit of £205 by October 
1851, which had increased a year later to more than £3,800 in spite of two levies of 
14.88 The hand-to-mouth flavour of county financial administration in the mid-r1gth 
century is illustrated by the levies made between June 1869 and October 1871, which 
varied between 3d. and 4d.89 From 1852 an additional levy was made for police purposes, 
at first for the county as a whole but soon for every police district. After 1857 there were 
two different police rates levied, one for general police expenditure and the other 
varying between districts.%° 


County Officials 


Eleven clerks of the peace have been noted in Cheshire during the period from 1660 
to 1888.9! The longest-serving was John Stephens, who was appointed by the custos 


83 28 Geo. III, c. 82. 88 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 3 Jan. 1849-18 Oct. 1852. 

84 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 15 Aug., 28 Nov. 1853, 89 The sums levied were 4d., 2d., 13d., }d., 4d., §d., 3d., 
26 Mar. 1855. 3d., 34d., and 3d.: Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 28 June 1869= 

85 Ches. C.C. Triennial Report (1898), 16. 16 Oct. 1871. 

86 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 16 Oct. 1843. 90 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 18 Oct. 1852-16 Feb. 1857. 

87 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 15. 9t Ches. R.O., List of Clerks of the Peace. 
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rotulorum, the earl of Cholmondeley, in October 1781 and held office until 1818.9 
Clerks, when they took office, appointed deputies, who sometimes succeeded them in 
the office: thus William Adams, who became clerk of the peace in 1714, appointed 
Thomas Tagg as his deputy, and Tagg succeeded to the clerkship in 1716.93 Charles 
Potts took the oath as deputy clerk of the peace to George Johnson in 1846, and was 
made clerk some time between January and April 1860. He remained clerk of the 
peace until 1890.°* The Potts family also served in the county treasurership during the 
period. 

In the reigns of Charles IJ and James II the pre-Civil War practice of appointing 
two treasurers annually was continued.%5 They appointed deputies, who were allowed 
to receive 10s. a quarter.°° In 1697, Thomas Bailey, who was said to have been deputy 
treasurer for many years, died, and John Hussey was made treasurer ‘for the Quarterly 
Pay’. He presented his first accounts to quarter sessions in 1701, when a balance of 
more than {23 was recorded as due to him.97 Two years later the deficit was more than 


TABLE 111: Mize and Rateable Value in a Sample Parish 


Township Percentage of Percentage of 
total mize for rate assessed 
ancient parish in I82T 

Ashton 14°75 12°45 

Bruen Stapleford 4°92 8-11 

Burton 2°95 3°19 

Clotton-Hoofield 12°29 10°76 

Duddon 4°49 504. 

Foulk Stapleford 12°42 8-98 

Hockenhull 4°43 4°04 

Horton cum Peel 3°93 3°15 

Kelsall ese 14°02 

Mouldsworth 8°85 6:09 

Tarvin 19°67 24°17 


Note: although the ancient parish was not used as a unit of assessment or collection either for the mize or for the county 
rate, the table indicates changes in the relative amounts levied between 11 townships. 
Sources: for mize, Jolley, Head-Constable’s Assistant, 301, 335; for rate, Ches. R.O., QJB 4/1 pp. 747, 750. 


£62; Hussey was then allowed a salary of {10 a year.°8 He remained county treasurer 
until 1726, when he was said to be old and infirm; he then retired in favour of his son.99 
The new appointment lasted less than two years, John Hussey the younger being re- 
placed by Thomas Lunt of Macclesfield in January 1728.! Lunt died in 1734, and was 
succeeded by Charles Potts of Ollerton.? The appointment began the long association 
of the Potts family with Cheshire administration; after thirty-four years’ service Potts 
was succeeded by his son (also named Charles) in 1768.3 Henry Potts was appointed 
in 1815.4 Charles William Potts, who succeeded to the treasurership on Henry’s death 
in 1845, was also deputy clerk of the peace, but resigned the office of treasurer in 1860 
when he became clerk of the peace.5 In 1867 the salary of Charles ‘Townshend, then 
treasurer, was increased.®° Four years later a county auditor was appointed for the first 
time.7 

The office of county bridgemaster and surveyor apparently originated in ad hoc surveys 


92 Tbid.; Ches. R.O., QJB 3/15 pp. 389-90. 99 Ibid., QJB 3/7 sess. 12 July 1726. 
93 Ibid., QJB 3/6 f. 110; List of Clerks of the Peace. 1 Tbid., QJB 3/8 sess. 9 Jan. 1728. 
94 Ibid.; Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 5 Jan. 1846; 6/2 sess. 2 Tbid., sess. 23 Apr. 1734. 
18 Jan., 20 Apr. 1860. 3 Ibid., QJB 3/13 sess. 19 Apr. 1768. 
95 e.g. Ches. R.O., QJB 3/3 sess. 12 Apr. 1681, 25 Apr. 4 Ibid., QJB 6/1 sess. 28 June 1841. 
1682, 28 Apr. 1685, 13 July 1686. 5 Ibid., sess. 13 Oct. 1845, 5 Jan. 1846; QJB 6/2 sess. 
Soe bid:, ©) B 3/1 11170. 14 Feb. 1860. 
97 Tbid., QJB 3/5 sess. 12 Jan. 1697; QJF 129/2 no. 2. 6 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 30 Dec. 1867. 
98 Tbid., QJB 3/5 sess. 13 July 1703. 7 Tbid., sess. 26 June 1871. 
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of county bridges commissioned in the late 17th and the 18th centuries.’ In 1776 the 
question of appointing a permanent official was considered, but nothing was immedi- 
ately done.® Such an appointment occurs early in the rgth century, however; the county 
bridgemaster’s duties are expounded in standing orders of quarter sessions in 1838.!° 
In 1876 Stanhope Bull was appointed; his duties included the management of county 
police stations and magistrates’ offices, and in 1881 his salary was increased in recogni- 
tion of new duties under the Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act of 1878.11 

At the beginning of the period there were two coroners working within Cheshire. In 
1752 a statute enacted that coroners’ fees should be paid from county rates, and within 
the next two years quarter sessions authorized payments to the two county coroners 
and to those of Halton Fee and Macclesfield borough.!2 In 1840 a new coroner’s 
district, to be known as ‘Stockport’, was formed from the Stockport and Hyde divisions 
of Macclesfield hundred; the other two districts were to be known as ‘Knutsford’ and 
‘Chester’. The first included the remainder of Macclesfield hundred, Northwich hun- 
dred, and parts of Bucklow, Eddisbury, and Nantwich. The second embraced the 
remainder of the county.'3 In 1848 a newly appointed coroner of Halton Fee claimed 
an allowance in respect of an inquest held at Barnton. It was disallowed by quarter 
sessions, because Barnton was believed to lie within the Knutsford coroner’s district 
of Cheshire. The Halton coroner, however, claimed that many more townships lay in 
his area than the eleven which had been enumerated at the time of the rearrangement 
in 1840. The question was delegated to a committee, which was empowered to look 
for ‘the original grant of the manor of Halton Fee’ among the records of the duchy of 
Lancaster. As a result seventeen townships were removed from the Knutsford district, 
and five from the Chester district, and placed within the Halton coroner’s authority. 
His claim had been supported by the chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster. The Chester 
and Knutsford coroners unsuccessfully claimed compensation." 


Highways, Bridges, and County Buildings 


For much of the period the duty of quarter sessions towards highways was super- 
visory. ‘Townships were authorized to levy rates for highway repair.!5 Those townships 
which neglected to carry out their statutory obligations to repair highways were fined, 
and quarter sessions directed the fines to be used for carrying out the appropriate 
repairs. In October 1718 twelve fines were imposed.!® From 1762 quarter sessions issued 
orders for highways to be made wider.'7 Only when a highway was extra-parochial did 
the justices undertake the cost of repairs from county funds. From the early 18th century 
highways in Delamere forest were signposted and repaired at county expense.!8 

The Highways Act, 1862,'9 empowered justices in quarter sessions to divide counties 
into highway districts, and a committee was immediately constituted in Cheshire to 
recommend how it should be done. In 1863 twelve highway boards were established, 
based on the hundreds and petty sessional divisions.2° That done, quarter sessions 


8 e.g. Ches. R.O., QJB 3/5 sess. 10 July 1705; 3/12 sess. 16 Ibid., QJB 3/6 ff. 234-234v. 
1 May 1759. 7 e.g. 7 orders in Oct. 1762 and 6 in Jan. 1763: ibid., 
° Ibid., QJB 3/14 sess. 9 Jan. 1776. QJB 3/12 sess. 5 Oct. 1762, 11 Jan. 1763. 
10 Ches. Q.S. Stand. Ord. (1838), p. 30. 18 Ibid., QJB 3/6 ff. 110, 125, 145v. 
™ Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 23 May, 16 Oct. 1876; 6/4 Reo 82 2.0) Vice. Oe 
sess. 4 Apr. 1881. 20 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 13 Oct. 1862, 4 Mar. 1863. 
2 25 Geo. Il, c. 29; Ches. R.O., QJB 3/11 sess. 3 Oct. The board districts were Broxton (East), Broxton (West), 
E7522 Octe 759) 15 Jane 1754. Bucklow (East), Bucklow (Daresbury), Eddisbury (East), 
13 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 19 Oct. 1840. Eddisbury (West), Macclesfield (Prestbury), Macclesfield 
™ Tbid., QJB 6/2 sess. 9 Apr., 2 July 1849. (Stockport and Hyde), Nantwich (Audlem), Nantwich 
18 e.g. ibid., QJB 3/4 ff. 201-201Vv. (Nantwich), Northwich, and Wirral. 
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resumed a supervisory role, authorizing, for example, a highway board to borrow 
money in 1876.7! Following the Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878,?2 
quarter sessions established a highways committee, with two justices representing each 
of the highway board districts. Regulations were made for traffic on county highways.?3 
The definition of ‘main road’ in Cheshire was said to be wide, including any road 
leading to a railway station.?4 

A list of county bridges and causeways printed in 1848 names 176 structures as 
subject to repair at county expense.*5 In addition there were 25 hundred bridges.° 
Not all the bridges listed were the sole responsibility of Cheshire; where they crossed 
the county boundaries, liability to repair them was shared between two counties,?7 
and Stone Bridge in Wirral hundred lay between Cheshire and Chester city. A list made 
c. 1741 had named 127 county bridges.?8 Major repairs to them could only be under- 
taken after the grand jury at quarter sessions had presented them as out of repair.?9 
Such indictments were to be drawn up by the county surveyor, who was to report 
annually on the state of all county bridges.3° 

At the beginning of the period the county’s responsibility for buildings other than 
bridges and causeways extended only to parts of Chester castle and to the house of 
correction at Middlewich. Responsibility for repairs to Chester castle seems at first 
to have been accepted by the Crown, which appointed its governors. In 1663 John 
Shaw, master mason and surveyor of the county, petitioned for reimbursement of 
money which he claimed to have spent in repairs to the castle.3! Such claims had to be 
submitted to the judges of the court of Great Sessions before they could be sent to 
the government.3? Nevertheless, quarter sessions at the same time acknowledged its 
responsibility for contributing towards the repair of the shire hall, or common hall of 
pleas, in the castle.33 By the 1690s this duty had extended to include repair of the gaol 
there, which had been expressly excluded from county liability in 1681.34 By 1709 the 
county was also contributing towards repair of the Exchequer court and the protho- 
notary’s office.35 A slater for the shire hall was employed on a permanent contract in 
1723.°° A list of county bridges and causeways written c. 1741 included all structures 
for which the county was liable, mentioning the shire hall, gaol, Exchequer, and pro- 
thonotary’s office.37 

Prisoners in Chester castle were not the responsibility of the county sheriff but came 
under the care of the constable of the castle, who in turn appointed a deputy to act 
as gaoler.38 In 1772 quarter sessions complained that the constable had appointed a 
woman gaoler, who was thought to be unsuitable.3? Howard likened the felons’ quarters 
in the gaol to what he had heard of the Black Hole of Calcutta; ‘Thomas Pennant 
thought Howard’s description an under-statement.4° In 1784 the grand jury at the 
court of Great Sessions presented the gaol as out of repair and insufficient.4! In the 


21 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 20 Oct. 1876. 9 Jan., 24 Apr. 1683, etc. 
BA TeOG A 2) V1Cta Cy 77 34 Tbid., sess. 12 Apr. 1681; QJB 3/4 f. 193. 
23 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 30 June 1879; 6/4 sess. 35 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/6 ff. 3v, 15. 
27 June 1881. 24 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 25. 36 Tbid., QJB 3/7 sess. 3 Aug. 1723. 
25 Ches. O.S. Stand. Ord. (1848), pp. vii-xiii. 37 Tbid., QJB 3/9. 
2551 bid. p: Kiv. 38 J. Howard, State of the Prisons (1780 edn.), 400. 


27 e.g. Brinksway bridge (between Ches. and Lancs.), 39 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/13 sess. 14 Jan. 1772. 
Broadbottom bridge (between Ches. and Derb.), Farndon 40 Howard, State of Prisons, 400-3; Hemingway, Hist. 
bridge (between Ches. and Denb.), Saltersford bridge Chest. ii. 177. 


(between Ches. and Yorks.). 41 What follows is based on Ches. R.O., QA/Gaol & Co. 
28 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/9. Hall at Chest./1-3. For a description of the new bldg., 
29 Ches. Q.S. Stand. Ord. (1838), pp. 28-30. based on Harrison’s, see Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 17°7— 
30 Jbid. (1861), p. 36. 84. Harrison’s plan is printed in Lyson’s, Mag. Brit. 1i (2), 
31 Cal. Treas. Bks. 1660-7, 479, 536. between pp. 570 and 571. Detailed treatment of the 
32 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/3 sess. 12 Apr. 1681. architecture of Chester castle and other county bldgs. is 


33 Tbid., QJB 3/1 ff. 186v—-187; 3/3 sess. 11 July 1682, reserved for treatment elsewhere in the History. 
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following year a competition was held for designing new buildings on the castle site, 
to serve as a shire hall and Exchequer as well as a county gaol. An Act was obtained 
for taking down and rebuilding the gaol and other parts of the castle, and a commission 
consisting of the acting justices for the county, was established to supervise the work. 

‘he county’s one house of correction, for the imprisonment of minor criminals and 
vagabonds, was set up in the early 17th century at Middlewich. In 1677 money was 
raised for building another at Nantwich. The inhabitants of the town promised that the 
building, which was also to be used as a local workhouse, would not be a further charge 
on the county. ‘The master’s salary was, however, paid by the county treasurer.*3 In 
1718 the building was said to be superfluous, but no action was taken.*+ Five years 
later it was used for housing impressed soldiers ;45 in the late 1730s, following the col- 
lapse of the sessions house at Nantwich, it was used to accommodate quarter sessions. 
By 1767 it had been sold and converted into alms-houses, though the sale of the land 
on which it stood took long to complete.4° Meanwhile a building known as the Old 
Quay House at Neston had been converted into a house of correction; it remained in 
use at the end of the 18th century.47 Another is recorded in the late 18th century at 
Stockport,#® but that at Middlewich remained the principal house of correction in 
Cheshire and was named in 1780 as the place where prisoners sentenced to hard labour 
were to be sent, as an alternative to transportation.?° 

During the 18th century sessions houses are recorded at Knutsford,5° Nantwich,5! 
and Northwich.s? In the second decade of the 19th century it was decided to build a 
new sessions house and house of correction at Knutsford. The building was said to be 
nearing completion by 1819.53 The house of correction was accommodating more than 
225 prisoners by 1826—7.54 In 1839 a new wing containing ninety cells and new work- 
rooms was authorized, at a cost of £8,000.55 In 1877 both Chester castle gaol and Knuts- 
ford house of correction were taken over as government prisons.‘° 

In 1829, under the provisions of the Act of 1828,57 a county lunatic asylum was built 
at Upton by Chester, for the maintenance of pauper lunatics.58 Major extensions to it 
were authorized in 1848 and 1859.5° In 1867 it was decided to purchase a site for a 
second asylum at Macclesfield, where accommodation was to be provided for 400 
inmates.°° 


Police 


Although some of the larger towns in Cheshire had made their own arrangements to 
provide full-time paid police forces within their limits, no general force for the county 
was instituted until 1857.°' An Act of 1829 gave the justices in quarter sessions the 
power to appoint special high constables for any hundred or division of a hundred. 
Assistant petty constables could be appointed for individual townships or groups of 


* Ches. R.O., QJB 3/3 sess. 10 July 1677; Hall, Hist. 52 Built in 1731; ibid., QJB 3/8 sess. 12 Jan. 1731. 


Nantwich, 209. 53 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 493. A full description is 
43 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/3 sess. 15 July 1680. given in Bagshaw’s Dir. Ches. (1850), 551-2. 
4+ Ibid., QJB 3/6 f. 209v. 54 4 Sheaf, i, pp. 6-20. 
48 Tbid., QJB 3/7 sess. 16 July 1723. 55 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 30 Dec. 1839. 
4° Ibid., QJB 3/10 sess. 20 Apr. 1747; 3/14 sess. 8 Oct. 56 Tbid., QJB 6/3 sess. 8 Apr. 1878, 7 Apr. 1879. 
1771, 10 Jan. 1775. 57 County Lunatic Asylums Act: 9 Geo. IV, c. 40. 
47 Ibid., QJB 3/11 sess. ro July 1750; 3/17, p. 478. 58 For a description see Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 
48 Tbid., QJB 3/17, p. 535. 226-9. 
49 Ibid., QJB 3/15, pp. 196-8. 59 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 3 Jan. 1848, 4 Apr. 1859. 
5° e.g. Ibid., QJB 3/8 sess. 7 Oct. 1729. 60 Tbid., QJB 6/3 sess. 8 Apr., 1 July 1867. 
5! First mentioned in Ches. R.O., QJB 3/7 sess. 14 July ot R. W. James, To the Best of our Skill and Knowledge, 
1724. 108 sqq. 


72 


COUNTY GOVERNMENT 1660-1888 


townships on the recommendation of three local justices. In 1839, 1840, and 1841, 
quarter sessions refused to adopt the Counties Police Act of 1839.°3 By 1838 special 
high constables had been appointed only for the hundred of Bucklow and for the 
Prestbury and Stockport divisions of Macclesfield hundred.*+ Ten years later there 
were nine, one for each of the three divisions of Macclesfield hundred and one for each 
of the other six hundreds.®5 The appointment and payment of assistant petty constables 
depended on ad hoc arrangements between the justices and the overseers of individual 
townships, as did the provision of local lock-ups. Thus in 1842 quarter sessions agreed 
to contribute towards the provision of a lock-up in Tarvin, in aid of a similar amount to 
be raised by the inhabitants of the parish. 

Quarter sessions tried to secure uniformity of standards among the constabulary. In 
1840 it was ordered that instructions provided for constables in Bucklow hundred be 
printed and circulated among the forces in other parts of the county.®7 In 1848 lock- 
ups were placed under the control of the special high constable of each division.®® 
From 1852 the salaries of assistant petty constables were levied from hundreds rather 
than from individual townships, and such constables were henceforth appointed to 
divisions of hundreds rather than to ad hoc groups of townships.®? Police rates were 
levied in varying amounts from each division. In April 1853, for example, they varied 
from jd. in the £ in Northwich hundred to 2d. in the £ in Wirral, while in October, of 
the g divisions, 3 were rated at 4d., 3 at 2d., and 3 at dd. in the £.7° A police super- 
annuation fund was established in 1852.7! 

The Police Act, 1856,72 compelled the county, which then had a force of about 
eighty assistant petty constables in the nine divisions, to create a county police force. 
A police committee of quarter sessions was set up in January 1857.73 A chief constable 
was appointed.74 Police districts under the new Act were, with the exception of Maccles- 
field hundred, which was divided into three, based on the hundreds, but in 1868 a tenth 
division was created, to include the Daresbury and Runcorn petty sessional divisions 
of Bucklow hundred.75 In 1861 the force consisted of g superintendents, 4 inspectors, 
27 sergeants, and 160 constables at divisional level, with a central reserve force of one 
superintendent, one inspector, one sergeant, and 8 constables.7° In the early years of 
the new system there was a high turnover of constables: 112 of those appointed in the 
first year were discharged within three years.77 


Militia 

In the two decades after the Restoration the number of deputy lieutenants in 
Cheshire varied between 14 and sixteen.78 In a list made c. 1715 20 deputy lieutenants 
were named, of whom four acted for Chester as well as for the county.79 In 1733 54 men 
were recommended to the king for appointment, and all but 5 appear to have received 
commissions.8° The deputy lieutenants, under the authority of the lord leutenant, 
were sometimes involved in the local side-effects of national political crises. In 1683 


62 to Geo. IV, c. 97 (Local and Personal). 73 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 5 Jam. 1857. 
63 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 25 Mar. 1839, 23 Mar. 1840, 74 Tbid. sess. 13 Oct. 1856. 
4 Jan. 1841. 75 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 29 June 1868. 
64 Ches. QO.S. Stand. Ord. (1838), p. xvii. 76 Ches. QO.S. Stand. Ord. (1861), pp. 47-51. 
65 Ibid. (1848), p. xxi. 77 James, To the Best of our Skill and Knowledge, 34. 
66 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/1 sess. 28 Mar. 1842. James’s book contains a detailed account of the Ches. 
67 Tbid., sess. 19 Oct. 1840. police force from 1857 to 1957. 
68 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/2 sess. 10 Apr. 1848. 78 For appointments of 1665, 1673, and 1676 see Chester 
69 Tbid., sess. 14 Apr., 28 June, 16 Aug. 1852. R.O., CR63/2/8-11. 
70 Tbid., sess. 11 Apr., 17 Oct. 1853. 79 Ches. R.O., DCH/X/9/B. 
71 Tbid., sess. 18 Oct. 1852. 80 Tbid., DCH/1692, p. 1. 
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they ordered the confiscation of the arms of men suspected of supporting the duke of 
Monmouth.®! The landing of William of Orange in November 1688 came at a delicate 
time for the Cheshire militia. James I], having some time earlier removed the gth earl of 
Derby from the office of lord lieutenant, had agreed to reinstate him. Derby, while 
awaiting the arrival of his commission and of the king’s approval of the deputies whom 
he had nominated, was secretly negotiating with Lord Delamere, a supporter of William 
of Orange. T'wo days after William’s landing Derby met his proposed deputy lieuten- 
ants at Northwich, but his own commission as lord lieutenant had still not arrived and 
another week elapsed before he was able to appoint his deputies. Soon afterwards 
Delamere complained of Derby’s delays in raising the Cheshire militia against attacks 
by Roman Catholics; in the following spring Delamere replaced Derby as lord lieuten- 
ant and Derby’s deputies and militia officers lost their positions.8? In 1696 the militia 
was again used to search for and seize the arms of those suspected of disaffection.®3 

In 1684 a muster of Cheshire militia was held at Knutsford. The force then numbered 
1,085 foot-soldiers and 105 horsemen.*4 Thirteen years later the county’s force included 
two troops of horse and a regiment of foot, and latter divided into seven companies 
each representing one of the hundreds. The number of foot-soldiers for Wirral hundred 
is not recorded, but the numbers for the other six hundreds totalled 821.85 Eddisbury, 
which provided ror soldiers in 1697, was said to be responsible for providing 95 in a 
list compiled c. 1715. Of the total, 72 were sent from 53 townships in the hundred, and 
the remainder were found by freeholders.*® 

The militia appears to have become disorganized by 1745. In November, when there 
were fears that the Jacobite army would attack Chester, the lord lieutenant informed 
the duke of Newcastle that the Cheshire militia rolls were lost, and that there were no 
arms.*7 It also appeared that there was no provision for paying militiamen.®§ In 1757 
the English militia was reorganized by statute, with Cheshire’s quota of soldiers set at 
560.89 In 1769 the Royal Regiment of Cheshire Militia consisted of 28 commissioned 
officers and 607 non-commissioned officers and privates.°° Five years later the strength 
was said to be respectively 30 and 612.9! In 1802 Cheshire’s quota of soldiers for the 
regular militia was reassessed at 885; in addition the county had since 1796 been liable 
to provide 1,460 men for the supplementary militia. % 

The Regulation of the Forces Act, 1871,93 transferred command of the militia in 
England from the lords lieutenant to the Crown. As a result the two militia barracks in 
Cheshire, at Chester castle and at Macclesfield, ceased to be county institutions. In 
1874 quarter sessions allowed the Chester barracks to be sold to the War Department, 
and in 1881 they agreed that the War Department should lease the Macclesfield 
barracks. %4 


8t Hist. MSS. Com. 13, roth Rep. IV, Kilmorey, pp. 363- 88 R. C. Jarvis, ‘Lieutenancy and Militia in Lancs. and 
4. For those accused of disaffection in 1683 see also Ches. in 1745’, T.L.C.A.S. Ixii. 111-32. 


Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i, p. Ixvii. 89 30 Geo. II, c. 25, s. 16. The total included Chester 
82 Hist. MSS. Com. 35, 14th Rep. IV, Kenyon, pp. 198-__ city. 

202, 205-7, 212-13. 909 Ches. R.O., QJB 3/13 sess. 9 Jan. 1770. 
83 Ches. R.O., DCH/X/o0/B. 91 Ibid., DCH/X/9/B. 
8+ Hist. MSS. Com. 13, roth Rep. IV, Kilmorey, p. 364. 92°34) Geo; IDI, cs 3,/s. 33 42 Geo. ILL) coo, saxo. 
85 Ches. R.O., DCH/X/9/B. 93 34 & 35 Vict. c. 86. 
86 Tbid. 94 Ches. R.O., QJB 6/3 sess. 5 Jan. 1874; 6/4 sess. 17 Oct. 
87 Ches. R.O., DCH/X/g9/A no. 9. 1881. 
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Poor-Law Unions, p. 75. Urban and Rural Districts, p. 77. 


Poor-Law Unions 


BEFORE 1834 poor-relief in Cheshire was usually undertaken by individual town- 
ships in isolation. The parishes in Chester, however, combined in the mid 18th century 
to provide a workhouse.! In 1777 it was said to afford accommodation for 250 inmates. 
Of the other 30 workhouses in Cheshire in that year, some, such as Macclesfield and 
Stockport, were fairly large. Macclesfield workhouse could house 160 paupers, and 
Stockport 60. Others were very small; the workhouse at Rode had only 6 places, 
and that at Faddiley only four. The total accommodations available in the Cheshire 
workhouses in 1777 was 1,181 places.? By the early rgth century 61 of the 491 places 
in Cheshire which made returns to Parliament were supporting some of their poor in 
workhouses. Occasionally townships contributed to the upkeep of establishments out- 
side their boundaries; 18 townships were said to subscribe to a workhouse at Grappen- 
hall. The proportion of paupers who received indoor relief was very small, amounting 
to only 273 out of nearly 26,000 persons relieved in 1802-3.3 

During the late 18th and early 19th centuries expenditure on poor-relief in Cheshire, 
like that elsewhere, rose steeply. In 1775-6 it totalled almost £30,000; by the mid 1780s 
it averaged more than £39,000 a year; by 1802-3 it had reached nearly £70,000, and by 
1833-4 nearly £93,000. The increase was not disproportionate. In 1775-6 and 1783-5 
Cheshire was ranked twenty-third of 44 English counties in total expenditure on poor- 
relief, and in 1802-3 and 1833-4 twenty-fifth out of 42. Because of the increase of 
population in Cheshire in the early rgth century expenditure per head of population 
fell, from 7s. 34d. in 1802-3 to 5s. 6d. in 1833-4; in the latter year only 3 counties in 
England had a lower per capita expenditure.* 

As a result of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1834,5 poor-law unions were estab- 
lished throughout the county, with the exception of Chester where the ‘incorporation’ 
remained distinct. When the assistant poor-law commissioner Digby Neave reported 
in July 1836 only one union, Wirral, had been formed.® The organization of the remain- 
ing unions that comprised places in Cheshire took another year and a half to complete. 
The last, Hayfield (Derb.), was established in December 1837.7 In forming the unions 
the commissioners ignored existing county and hundred boundaries. Altrincham, 
Macclesfield, Nantwich, Northwich, Runcorn, and Wirral unions lay wholly within 
Cheshire. Great Boughton, Congleton, and Stockport included places in counties 
outside Cheshire.’ Similarly, places in Cheshire were included in the unions of 


! 2 Geo. III, c. 45. For poor-relief in Chest. before the 18412 [327], table facing p. 17, H.C. (1841), xi. 


Act see R. V. H. Burne, ‘Treatment of Poor in 18th Cent. 5 4&5 Wm. IV, c. 76. 
in Chest.’, 7.C.A.S. [N.s.] lii. 33-48; for an outline hist. 6 2nd Ann. Rep. Poor Law Com. 1836, p. 405, H.C. 
of the admin. of the ‘incorporation’ see Chester R.O., 595-1 (1836), xxix (1). 
intro. to list of class TRU (Chest. poor-law union rec.). 7 Return of Names of Unions governed by Boards of 
2 Abstracts of Returns made by Overseers of the Poor, Guardians under the Poor Law Amendment Act, pp. 1-3, 
I777, pp. 14-20. H.C. 425-II (1840), xxxix. 
3 Abstracts of Answers and Returns relative to Expense 8 Great Boughton union included Hawarden and 
and Maintenance of the Poor in Eng. 1804, H.C. 175, Higher Kinnerton (Flints.); Congleton union included 
pp. 48, 60 (1804), xiii. Biddulph (Staffs.); Stockport union included Heaton 


4 Ibid. pp. 60, 714-15; 7th Ann. Rep. Poor Law Com. Norris and Reddish (Lancs.). 
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Ashton-under-Lyne (Lanes.), Hayfield (Derb.), Market Drayton (Salop.), and Wrexham 
(Denb.).° 

During the 19th century several alterations were made to the union boundaries. In 
1845 Grappenhall, Latchford, and Thelwall were transferred from Runcorn union to 
that of Warrington (Lancs.). In 1853 12 townships were detached from Great Boughton 
union and added to the one newly established at Hawarden (Flints.). At the same time 
12 of the Cheshire townships in Wrexham union, together with 2 from Great Boughton 
and 8 from Nantwich, were placed in Whitchurch (Salop.) union. In 1861 9 townships 
were taken from Wirral union to form a new one named Birkenhead.!° The Chester 
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‘incorporation’ became a poor-law union in 1869,'! and was enlarged in 1871 by the 
addition of 13 townships from Hawarden union and 30 from Great Boughton, which 
was renamed Tarvin.!? In 1895 Altrincham union was renamed Bucklow.!3 The Local 
Government Boundary Commission, 1888, recommended several more changes in the 
boundaries of the Cheshire unions, including the creation of two new ones named 
Dukinfield and Malpas; other changes would have made county and union boundaries 
coincide.!4 

In the late 1830s the new unions slowly faced the task of building workhouses. By 
1840 the only new workhouses to be completed were those for Northwich and Wirral 
unions. Altrincham’s was being built; Congleton and Nantwich had converted and 
improved existing workhouse buildings. Macclesfield and Stockport were renting 
buildings; Great Boughton had contracted with the Chester ‘incorporation’ for the 
admission of its poor into Chester workhouse. Runcorn union was altogether without 


9 Return of Names of Unions, pp. 1-3. 12 Ches. R.O., QJB 4/47 pp. 34, 40, 250, 254. 

10 Return of Area and Population of Poor-Law Unions, 13 Ches. R.O., intro. to list of Bucklow union rec. (class 
pp. 23, 87, 193, 201, H.C. 485 (1862), xlix, pt. ii. LGB). 

11 22nd Ann. Rep. Poor Law Crs. 1869-70, [c. 123], ™ Rep. Local Govt. Boundary Crs. 1888, H.C. 360, 
p. 365, H.C. (1870), xxxv. pp. 65, 67-8, 79, 181-2, 187, 313, 327-8, 513-14 (1888), li. 
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workhouse accommodation.!5 Ten years later Runcorn union still had no workhouse, 
but Congleton, Macclesfield, and Stockport had built new workhouses;!® Great 
Boughton built one in 1857.17 

Because expenditure on poor-relief had already been fairly low in Cheshire, and 
because the poor-law unions were not formed until 1836-7 and not supplied with 
adequate workhouses until later, the Act of 1834 resulted in much smaller savings in 
Cheshire than in many other counties. By 1839-40 expenditure was 18 per cent lower 
than in 1833-4, while the average decrease in England was 28 per cent.!§ Expenditure 
per head of population remained low in comparison with other counties. In 1890-1 and 
1911 only 4 English ‘union counties’ spent less per head than Cheshire on poor-relief.!9 
Nevertheless unions in the county were said in the early 18gos to be too ready to give 
outdoor relief. In 1891 a conference of the Cheshire unions supported a suggestion 
for by-laws for the more uniform administration of out-relief. Most unions accepted 
the model by-laws.?° Between 18go-1 and 1goo-1 the percentage of expenditure on 
out-relief in Cheshire fell from 63-3 to 54:6, while the average for England and Wales 
rose from 55:2 to 61.7! In rg10 the 11 workhouses belonging to the unions in Cheshire 
were said to offer accommodation for some 5,000 paupers;? the total number in 
residence in 1921 was 2,440.73 


Urban and Rural Districts 


At the beginning of the 19th century Chester, Congleton, Macclesfield, and Stock- 
port were the only municipal boroughs in Cheshire. Since the early 16th century 
Chester had been a county of itself.24 During the rgth century Cheshire’s population 
grew rapidly, especially in the eastern and western extremities of the county towards 
Manchester and the Mersey estuary. The desire of newly urbanized areas for more 
effective local government resulted in the creation of new local authorities. In the early 
decades of the century such authorities were usually created by individual Improvement 
Acts which set up boards of commissioners to undertake specified duties. Birkenhead, 
Runcorn, and Stalybridge were governed by such boards. The Public Health Act, 
1848,25 resulted in the creation of local boards of health at Nantwich in 1850, at Altrin- 
cham in 1851, at Wallasey in 1853, and at Dukinfield in 1857.26 The Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1858,27 simplified the procedure for establishing local boards of health. 
Higher Bebington, Monks Coppenhall, and ‘Tranmere had established such boards by 
1860, but between 1862 and 1867 17 more local board districts were formed.?§ 

It has been claimed that the promotion of local board districts after 1862 was a direct 
consequence of the Highways Act of that year?? which exempted such districts from the 


15 Returns of Workhouses and Bldgs. erected under the 23 Census, 1921, Co. Chest. 48. 


Poor Law Amendment Act, pp. 6-9, 100-1, H.C. 425-I 24 Detailed info. about urban areas mentioned in the 
(1840), xxxix; Bagshaw’s Dir. Ches. (1850), 459. following paragraphs is reserved for treatment elsewhere 

16 Bagshaw’s Dir. Ches. (1850), 215, 276-7, 499, 575- in the History. 

17 Kelly’s Dir. Ches. (1857), 47. 2S UROcE to ViCmG ORs 

18 7th Ann. Rep. Poor Law Com. 1841, table facing 26 Return of Places where Public Health Act, 1848, or 
Don7- Local Govt. Act, 1858, is adopted, H.C. 80, pp. 2, 8, 14, 


19 2rst Ann. Rep. Loc. Govt. Bd. 1891-2 [C. 6745], p. 21 (1867), lix. 
lxix, H.C. (1892), xxxviii; 42nd Ann. Rep. Loc. Govt. Bd. cl aeMin (akg I NALS (88 Choy 


I91r2-13 [Cd. 6980], p. xxvi, H.C. (1913), xxxi. 28 Bollington, Bowdon, Bredbury, Buglawton, Chorley, 
20 2rtst Ann. Rep. Loc. Govt. Bd. 1891-2, pp. 164-5. Hollingworth, Hoole, Hyde, Lower Bebington, Lymm, 
21 Tbid. pp. Ixvi-Ixvii; 37st Ann. Rep. Loc. Govt. Bd. Mossley (in Lancs., Yorks., and Ches.), Northwich, 

Igor—2 [Cd. 1231], pp. Ixxv—Ixxvi, H.C. (1902), xxxy. Oxton, Sandbach, Tarporley, Witton cum 'Twambrooks, 


22 Kelly’s Dir. Ches. (1910), 77, 78, 223, 277, 399, 430, and Yeardsley cum Whaley: Return of Places where 1848 
472, 496, 522, 572, 632. Figures for Northwich and Wirral and 1858 Acts adopted, pp. 4-24. 
workhouses are not given there, but those for the other 9 29 25 & 26 Vic. c. 61. 
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control of the new highway boards.3° Twelve highway boards were established under 
the Act in Cheshire in 1863. They were based on the petty sessional divisions of the 
county, which in turn were based on the ancient hundreds.3! Other new authorities 
created before 1894 included school boards? and burial boards; 8 of the latter were 
enumerated in 1865, and 16 in 1877.33 

As a result of the Public Health Act, 1872,34 areas controlled by borough corporations 
by improvement commissioners, and by local boards of health were constituted urban 
sanitary districts, while the parts of poor-law unions which lay outside such districts 
were constituted rural sanitary districts. It remained possible for areas to adopt the 
Local Government Act, 1858; by 1894 10 more places in Cheshire had become local 
board districts. By then Birkenhead, Crewe, Hyde, and Stalybridge had become munici- 
pal boroughs, while under the Local Government Act, 1888,35 Birkenhead, Chester, 
and Stockport became county boroughs.%¢ 

The rationalization of the local government structure in England and Wales which 
had begun in 1872 was carried further by the Local Government Act, 1894.37 The new 
rural districts set up by that Act, unlike the rural sanitary districts which they replaced, 
did not extend beyond the administrative county. The Cheshire parishes formerly in 
Whitchurch (Salop.) rural sanitary district became the Malpas rural district; the three 
Cheshire parishes in Ashton-under-Lyne (Lancs.) rural sanitary district became Tint- 
wistle rural district; Disley parish was co-terminous with the rural district of the same 
name. Grappenhall, Latchford, and Thelwall, formerly in Warrington rural sanitary 
district, were placed in Runcorn rural district and thus returned to a unit from which 
they had been separated in 1845. 

Urban growth and the consequential development of urban government continued 
after 1894. Alsager, Ashton on Mersey, Compstall, Ellesmere Port, Handforth, and 
Knutsford became urban districts before the First World War; Dukinfield and Wal- 
lasey became municipal boroughs, Wallasey becoming a county borough in 1913.38 
Altrincham, Bebington, and Sale became municipal boroughs in the 1930s, as did 
Ellesmere Port in 1955.39 

In 1933 Wirral rural district was abolished. Parts of it were transferred to neighbour- 
ing county boroughs and urban districts; the remainder was reconstituted Wirral urban 
district.4° ‘Three years later more sweeping changes affected the local government 
divisions of Cheshire. Buglawton, Compstall, Handforth, Hollingworth, Mottram in 
Longdendale, and Tarporley urban districts and Malpas rural district were dissolved. 
A new urban district, Longdendale, was created. Most of the parishes in the former 
Malpas rural district were transferred to that of ‘Tarvin, but three were placed in Nant- 
wich rural district. Ten parishes were wholly or partly transferred from ‘Tarvin to 
Chester rural district. Seventy parishes were abolished, and their places taken by new 
parishes or by neighbouring urban authorities.4! In 1954 Hoole urban district was 
absorbed into Chester.42 By 1974, when local government was reorganized, the ancient 

30 V. D. Lipman, Local Govt. Areas 1834-1945, 57. Cheadle and Gatley, Marple, Middlewich, Mottram in 


3t Returns of Places in Cos. of Eng. and Wales which Longdendale, Neston and Parkgate, Sale, West Kirby 
have adopted the Highways Act, H.C. 147, pp. 3-4 and Hoylake, Wilmslow, and Winsford: Return relating 


(1864), 1. to Areas and Population, etc., of Cos. in Eng. and Wales, 
32 A description of the Ches. school boards is reserved H.C. 437, p. 6 (1893-4), Ixxvii. 
for treatment elsewhere in the History. 37 56180157, Vics c. 73. 


33 Shaw’s Union Officers’ and Local Bds. of Health 38 Ches. Co. Council Yr. BR. (1913-14), 195-9; Lee, Soc. 
Manual for 1865, 186-93; Local Govt. Dir., Almanac, and Leaders, 50. 


Guide, 1877, 455-69. 39 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 116. 
Baas Go 30. Vic. Cc, 70: 40 Co. Chest. Review Order, 1933. 
ae ie ke WA Gs Zhe 41 Co. Chest. Review Order, 1936. 
36 The new local board districts were Bromborough, 42 Chest. (Extension) Order, 1954. 
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NEW LOCAL AUTHORITIES 


county of Chester contained, in whole or in part, 4 county boroughs,43 10 municipal 
boroughs,‘4 22 urban districts,45 and ro rural districts.4 


43 Birkenhead, Chester, Stockport, Wallasey. Grove and Bramhall, Hoylake, Knutsford, Longdendale, 

44 Altrincham, Bebington, Congleton, Crewe, Dukin- Lymm, Marple, Middlewich, Nantwich, Neston, North- 
field, Ellesmere Port, Hyde, Macclesfield, Sale, Staly- wich, Runcorn, Sandbach, Wilmslow, Winsford, Wirral. 
bridge. 46 Bucklow, Chester, Congleton, Disley, Macclesfield, 

45 Alderley Edge, Alsager, Bollington, Bowdon, Bred- Nantwich, Northwich, Runcorn, Tarvin, Tintwistle. 
bury and Romiley, Cheadle and Gatley, Hale, Hazel 
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THE COUNTY COUNGIE 
1859-1974 


Composition of the County Council, p. 82. County Buildings, p. 83. Committees, p. 84. Clerks to the 

County Council, p. 85. County Finance, p. 86. Education, p. 87. Health and Social Services, p. go. 

Planning, p. 91. Public Protection Services, p. 92. Roads and Bridges, p. 93. Agriculture and Small- 

holdings, p. 93. County Records, p. 94. Boundary Changes and Local Government Reorganization, 
p. 94. County Seals and Arms, p. 96. 


Composition of the County Council 


THROUGHOUT 1887 and 1888 the justices of the peace in quarter sessions had to deal 
with local government reorganization. Early in 1888 they memorialized the Royal 
Commission on Local Government Boundaries against the removal of any large areas 
from Cheshire, and they pointed out the disadvantages of the existing poor-law union 
structure which overlapped county boundaries at many points.! Later in the year they 
undertook the division of the county into electoral districts for the election of the new 
county council. Under the Local Government Act, 1888, Birkenhead, Chester, and 
Stockport became county boroughs.? The remainder of the county was divided into 57 
electoral districts. Of the municipal boroughs Macclesfield was divided into four county 
electoral divisions, and Crewe, Hyde, and Stalybridge into three each; Congleton 
constituted a single division.3 

The number of county councillors was increased to 58 in 1891, when a new district 
was created in Crewe, and to 59 in 1893 with the creation of one for New Brighton. 
In 1907 Wallasey’s representation on the council was enlarged from three to five 
members, but all five disappeared after 1913, when Wallasey became a county borough. 
The number of aldermen remained nineteen except between 1907 and 1913. In 1936 
Cheshire underwent various boundary changes,° and the electoral divisions were re- 
constituted. Councillors increased from 56 to 69, and aldermen from 19 to 23. The new 
structure was not altered until 1955, when the Hoole division was incorporated in the 
city of Chester.7 In 1958 the number of divisions was increased by six, in order to 
provide new seats for the suburban areas in the east and west of the county which had 
grown up since 1945.8 The 74 seats were increased to 82 before the elections of 1970.° 
From 1958 to 1970 there were 24 aldermen; their number was increased by three 
from 1970. 

In the first election, held in 1889, 35 of the 57 seats for county councillors were 
contested.!° Thereafter the number of contested seats never rose above 14 before the 
First World War, and only exceeded that number twice before 1939.'! In the first 
election held after the Second World War 51 of the 69 seats were contested, but three 
years later the number of contests fell to 35, and in all the elections from 1952 to 1961 
inclusive, less than half the seats were fought. In 1964, 1967, and 1970 the number of 


™ Ches. R.O., QJB 6/4 sess. 2 Jan. 1888. For poor-law 8 Ibid. 161-2. 


unions see pp. 75-6. 9 J. M. Lee and B. Wood, Barbara W. Solomon and 
a 51 66 52 Vic. C. Al. P. Walters, Scope of Local Initiative: a Study of Cheshire 
3 For commentary see Lee, Soc. Leaders, 55-6. Co. Council, 1961-74, 200. 
4 Ibid. 56 and n. 1 The following paragraph is based on Lee, Soc. 
5 Ibid. Leaders, 232, and on Lee, Wood, Solomon, and Walters, 
6 See p. 95. Scope of Local Initiative, 200. 
7 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 161. 11 22 seats were contested in 1931, and 26 in 1937. 
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contests was respectively 43, 42, and 43. Between 1889 and 1946, it has been claimed, 
‘unopposed returns were almost the normal procedure’, with unofficial agreements 
between party leaders limiting the number of contests.!2 Even when contests took 
place, sitting councillors were likely to be re-elected. Between 1892 and 1958 the num- 
ber of retiring councillors unseated at contests exceeded four on only three occasions: 
in 1946 (9 defeats), 1949 (6 defeats), and 1952 (5 defeats). From 1961 to 1970 the 
number of defeats of sitting councillors (10, 13, 6, and 8) was larger, though still small 
in relation to the number standing for re-election. 

In political composition the council remained under Conservative control throughout 
its history.'3 The party obtained most seats on the council, if both triennial elections 
and the subsequent elections of aldermen are aggregated, after every election except 
those of 1904 and 1928. In 1904 Liberals obtained 37 seats, equalling the number held 
by the Conservatives. In 1928 the 32 seats held by Liberals exceeded by one the number 
held by the Conservatives. Following the eight elections held before the First World 
War Conservatives gained overall majorities on the county council. They were only 
able to do so twice between the wars, in 1919 and 1937, but from 1946 to 1970 they 
always gained overall majorities. Liberals never won less than one-third of the seats 
between 1889 and 1931, but thereafter their share fell rapidly, and after 1949 they 
could never secure more than g seats. The Labour Party gained one seat on the council 
-in 1904, but lost it three years later. Until 1934, when they gained 5 seats, they had 
never had more than two. After the Second World War their position on the council 
improved, with their total representation varying between 6 in 1949 and 24 in 1964. 
Except in 1949, they never had fewer than 13 seats on any post-war council. Independent 
representation never exceeded single figures before the First World War, but from 1922 
to 1970 averaged fifteen. 

Between 1889 and 1963 only eight men served as permanent chairmen of the county 
council.'4 All were Conservatives, except Sir William Hodgson, a Liberal, who served 
from 1922 to 1935. The vice-chairmanship was held by Liberals except under 
Hodgson’s chairmanship, until 1952, after which both chairman and vice-chairman 
were Conservatives. 

Thirty-four of the acting justices of the peace in Cheshire stood as candidates in the 
county council elections of 1889. All but 6 were elected, and another 4 were brought 
into the council as aldermen. Nevertheless there was a significant change in the social 
character of Cheshire administrators as a result of the Local Government Act of 1888, 
and the replacement of the great landowners as ‘social leaders’ by business and profes- 
sional men, which had already been indicated in the later 19th-century commissions of 
the peace, was emphasized.!5 


County Buildings 


Meetings of the full council were held at Chester castle, inconvenient though that 
was for councillors from eastern Cheshire. Committee meetings, however, were often 
held at the Crewe Arms Hotel at Crewe until 1957.1 Chester castle could not house 
many of the council’s administrative officers, and most departments were therefore 
located in other places in Chester or elsewhere in the county. In 1902, for example, the 
only officers whose addresses are given as Chester castle are the surveyor, the auditor, 


12 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 59. ™ Lee, Soc. Leaders, 179. 
13 For detailed analysis of party allegiances see Lee, Is Tbid. 57-8. 

Soc. Leaders, 233, continued by Lee, Wood, Solomon, and 16 Tbid. 15. 

Walters, Scope of Local Initiative, 200. 
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and the chief inspector of weights and measures. The clerk to the county council, the 
treasurer, and the architect had premises elsewhere in Chester. The county analyst 
worked from Manchester, the medical officer of health from Birkenhead, and the 
secretary for technical education from Crewe.'7 Early in the 1930s the marquess of 
Crewe offered Crewe Hall for conversion into a headquarters building for the county 
council. The offer was declined, partly because the county officials opposed it, and also 
because the house had long been unoccupied, and repairs would have been expensive.'8 
In 1934 it was decided to build a county hall in Chester, on land adjoining the castle. 
Work was begun shortly before the Second World War, but suspended during and 
immediately after it, and as a result the new building was not opened until 1957.19 All 
departments of the council were then housed there except those of the surveyor and the 
chief fire officer, which were at Backford Hall. Nevertheless the large increase in staff 
employed by the council made the new county hall and the old offices in the castle 
inadequate, and accommodation had to be sought elsewhere. In 1965 more than a 
hundred officers were moved to a building in Pepper Street, Chester, and two years 
later some two hundred went to Commerce House in the city.2° At the time of re- 
organization in 1974 the offices of the chief executive, the secretary, treasurer, architect, 
director of education, and land agent were at the county hall; the planning and social 
services departments were at Commerce House; the fire officer’s department at Wal- 
moor House, Chester; the headquarters of the libraries and museums department at 
Hoole; and the trading standards and highways and transportation departments at 
Backford Hall.21 Accommodation of smaller departments and offices was found in other 
scattered places. Thus in 1974 a group of rooms over a motor-car showroom in North- 
gate Street, Chester, housed the county emergency planning department, the Chester 
district road safety office, and the Victoria History of Cheshire; all three were trans- 
ferred in 1976 to a house in Nicholas Street which they shared with the sites and surveys 
office of the county architect’s department.?? 

Such accommodation problems reflected an increase in the staff employed by the 
county council, which in turn resulted from the increased scope of its activities. In 
1925, shortly after the council had adopted the Local Government and Other Officers 
Superannuation Act, 1922, there were fewer than 300 officers employed in pensionable 
posts.?3 In 1953 the number of whole-time administrative staff employed was 1,284; 
ten years later it had reached 1,835, and over the next decade it doubled to 3,656.74 ‘The 
growth had already been sufficiently apparent in the late 1940s to force the architect of 
the new county hall to redesign it with an additional floor.?5 


Committees 


At the beginning of its existence the county council appointed five standing commit- 
tees, apart from the standing joint committee which controlled the police force. ‘Two 
of them, for general purposes and for the administration of the Contagious Diseases of 
Animals Acts, were committees of the whole council; the other three were for finance, 
main roads, and lunatic asylums. By 1920 the number of committees had increased to 


17 Addresses in Kelly’s Dir. Ches. (1902), 9. 22 Kx inf. Dr. B. EB. Harris. 

18 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 143. 23 Ches. C. C. Triennial Rep. (1925), 2. 

19 Tbid. 123, 143. 24 Ches. Finance (1953), 21-2; (1963), 27; (1973), 19. 

20 Lee, Wood, Solomon, and Walters, Scope of Local 25 W. Dobson Chapman, County Palatine: A Plan for 
Initiative, 141. Ches., frontispiece. 


21 Information supplied with map, New Cheshire, 1974. 
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nineteen.2° Twenty committees are enumerated ina list of 1938.27 In 1965 and 1966 asub- 
committee considered the simplification of county administration. ‘The parliamentary 
and general purposes committees were amalgamated; so were the diseases of animals, 
land drainage, and smallholdings committees. The weights and measures and local 
taxation committees became sub-committees. The number of sub-committees was 
reduced from 53 to 28. The limit of expenditure which chief officers could sanction on 
their own authority was raised from {100 to £1,000. As a result of the changes the 
number of committee and sub-committee meetings was reduced from 398 in 1965 to 
148 in 1967. The number of places on committees was reduced from 476 in 1964 to 
302 by 1970. The burden of councillors’ attendance at committees was thus much 
_eased. In 1964 one-third of council members were serving on more than six committees, 
whereas in 1970 none served on more than five.?§ 


Clerks to the County Council 


When the county council was formed, C. W. Potts, who was already clerk of the 
peace, became its first clerk. On his death in 1890 his son Reginald succeeded to both 
offices and retained them until his own death in 1931.2? Both men used as their offices 
the premises where they practised as solicitors, Northgate House, Chester. ‘They 
recruited their own staff.3° The next clerk to hold office, Geoffrey Scrimgeour, had 
been deputy to Reginald Potts for some five years. He was the first man to hold the ap- 
pointment of clerk as a full-time post, and served for thirty years.3! Under him the 
clerk’s department emerged from the rather passive role which it had played under the 
Potts family. Scrimgeour was closely involved in negotiations on Cheshire’s boundaries 
in the 1930s, and put forward proposals for remodelling them after the Second World 
War.22 Soon after taking office he promoted the Cheshire Publicity and Industrial 
Development Council,33 and during the Second World War he recommended the 
council to commission a planning consultant, W. Dobson Chapman, to prepare a 
county plan.3+ As clerk of the peace Scrimgeour was responsible for organizing the 
arrangement and repair of quarter sessions records. 

Scrimgeour was succeeded in 1952 by Hugh Carswell, under whose supervision the 
move to the new county hall and the abandonment of Crewe as a centre for committee 
meetings took place in 1957.35 His deputy in the post was Mr. A. C. Hetherington, who 
succeeded him as clerk in 1959. Among Hetherington’s achievements were the begin- 
ning of a system of regular meetings of the chief officers of the county in the county 
hall, and the establishment of an organization and methods unit.3° In 1964 he was re- 
placed by Mr. J. K. Boynton, who was still in office at the time of reorganization in 
1974.37 Boynton was responsible for the simplification of the committee structure 
described above. He expanded the work of the clerk’s department partly by instituting 
a succession of new offices within it, such as those of training officer, information 
officer, print manager, transport co-ordinator, and purchasing officer, and partly by 
making it the centre of co-ordination of the various departments of the council, through 


26 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 137. 28 Lee, Wood, Solomon, and Walters, Scope of Local 
27 County agricultural; children’s road safety; general Initiative, 87-96, 110. 
purposes; weights and measures; staffing and salaries; 29 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 67, 125. 
roads and bridges; public assistance; polling districts; 30 [bid. 125. 31 Tbid. 
parliamentary; milk and dairies; mental deficiency acts; 32 Tbid. 121. 33 Tbid. 86. 
maternity and child welfare; local taxation and road fund 34 Tbid. 119. 
licences, etc.; local government acts; finance; education; 35 Jbid., 123-4. 
difficulties at elections; public health and housing; local 36 Ibid. 124, 133. 
pensions; air raid precautions: Jubilee of Co. Councils: 37 For an evaluation of Boynton’s work, see Lee, Wood, 
Ches. 80-1. Solomon, and Walters, Scope of Local Initiative, passim. 
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steering committees and working parties. In 1966 he introduced a new device for county 
council stationery and publicity, consisting of three concentric C’s. An estimate of the 
growth of the work of the clerk’s department under Carswell, Hetherington, and 
Boynton can be gained from the fact that whereas in 1953 it employed 52 full-time 
staff, the numbers had increased to 83 by 1963 and to 250 ten years later.38 


County Finance 


The county council took pride in the fact that its rates were low. In 1922 it was 
claimed that, out of 42 administrative counties in England, only two had total rates 
lower than Cheshire’s.3° Between 1889 and 1907 the rate levied for general county 
purposes never exceeded 65d. in the £; that figure was, in fact, the rate levied in the 
first year of the council’s existence, and resulted from the omission of quarter sessions 
to levy any rate at all in the last quarter of its existence as an administrative body. From 
the mid-18gos rates were only kept low at the cost of a substantial increase in the county’s 
debt. Between 1892 and 1895 the debt stood at less than £35,000 a year. Between 1QO4 
and 1907, however, it averaged nearly £280,000 a year, and by 1922 it stood at nearly 
£1,250,000. Meanwhile the rate levied for general purposes steadily increased. In IQIg— 
20 it exceeded 15, in the £ for the first time, and from 1924-5 to 1929-30 it remained 
between 1s. 34d. and rs. 5d. After the county council took over the administration of 
the poor law in 1929, the rate rose to 4s. rd. in the £; during the 1930s and early 1940s 
it varied between 3s. 7d. (in 1931-2) and 4s. 43d. The general county rate was only one 
of those which the council levied. Police rates between 1889 and 1907 varied between 
1d. and 23d. During the First World War they ranged between 34d. and 32d., while in 
the 1920s they did not fall below 54d. From 1931 to 1946 they varied between 63d. 
and r11{d., the higher figure being that for 1942-3. Higher education rates were 1d. 
in 1903-4, 2d.-23d. until after the First World War, 44d.-sd. in the 1920s, 6d.—7d. 
between 1930 and 1939, and from 84d. to 84d. during the Second World War. In 1903-4, 
the first year after the 1902 Education Act came into operation, the rate for elementary 
education was 3d. In the next year it doubled, and from 1912 to 1918 it varied between 
1od. and 15s. 03d. Between 1g19 and 1930 it varied from 1s. 63d. to 25.; in the 1930s and 
until the end of the Second World War it remained between 2s. and 2s. 3d. In 1942-3 
the total rate demanded for county purposes amounted to nearly 7s. gd., including, 
besides the rates enumerated above, smaller sums for libraries, from 1929, maternity 
and child welfare, from 1937, and the administration of the Shops Acts and Food and 
Drugs Acts, from 1939. ‘Ten years later the rate had almost doubled.4° By 1962-3 the 
county rate precept had reached 15s. 7d. out of a total rate which, for the whole of the 
administrative county, averaged 22s. 7d. in the £; in April 1963, however, a reassess- 
ment of rateable values took place throughout the country, which in Cheshire resulted 
in the product of a penny rate rising from c. £52,000 to c. £150,000. The county rate 
precept of 6s. in the £ for the year 1963-4 represented a substantial increase over the 
previous year’s, though the chairman of the council could still claim that only five 
administrative counties had lower rates.#! In 1973-4 the rate levied for county purposes 
was 26°18p in the £. The product of a rp rate was now some £1,400,000, and therefore 
the real cost to ratepayers had risen by some 339 per cent over the previous decade.‘ 


38 Ches. Finance (1953), 21; (1963), 27; (1973), 18. 40 Ches. Finance (1953), 5- 

3° For following figs. see Ches. C.C. Triennial Reps. ** Tbid. (1963), 29; Ches. C.C. Triennial Rep. (1964), 53. 
(1892, 1907, 1919, 1922, 1925, 1928, 1931, 1934, 1937, 42 Ches. Finance (1973), 31. 

1943). 
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Those figures reflect the vast growth in all forms of expenditure by county authorities 
in the post-war period. Capital expenditure by the county council rose from a total 
of £1,329,000 in 1952-3 to £4,497,000 in 1962-3 and to more than £17,000,000 ten 
years later. During the same twenty-year period the county’s outstanding debt rose 
from £5,431,000 in 1953 to £13,241,000 in 1963 and £48,189,000 in 1973.43 The rise 
occurred in spite of a change of policy after 1950, by which capital expenditure was 
financed from revenue rather than from loans. During the following decade buildings 
completed included, besides the new county hall, 75 schools, 2 colleges of further educa- 
tion, 24 homes for children or for the elderly, 8 clinics, 5 ambulance stations, and 
4 fire stations.*4 


Education 


Following the Technical Instruction Act, 1889, the county council for the first time 
became involved in education, by providing grants for technical instruction in schools 
and institutions of higher education.*5 The cost was not at first met from local rates, but 
from the so-called ‘whisky money’ raised under the Local Taxation (Customs and 
Excise) Act.46 The amounts granted in Cheshire rose from just over £10,000 in 1891-2 
to nearly £18,000 in rg00-1.47 By the latter year grants were also being made to nine 
boys’ grammar schools in the county, and to two girls’ high schools.*8 During the 1890s 
the county council acquired the Worleston Dairy Institute.4° Saltersford Hall was 
leased, as a site for an agricultural training college and farm, and was opened, with 
accommodation for 60 students, in September 1895.5° 

Under the Education Act, 1902,5! the council took control in the following year of 
28 board schools and more than three hundred voluntary elementary schools.5* An 
education committee of the council, consisting at first of 54 members, was established. 
Sub committees dealt with higher education, agricultural education, and finance, 
while for purposes of elementary education 23 area sub-committees were set up. 
Within a short time after the Act came into operation, however, the six non-county 
boroughs in Cheshire, Congleton, Crewe, Dukinfield, Hyde, Macclesfield, and Staly- 
bridge, took over control of their own elementary schools. Another sub-committee 
area dealt with Wallasey urban district, and that in turn disappeared after 1913, when 
Wallasey, as a county borough, assumed. control of all educational provision inside its 
boundaries. There thus remained 16 sub-committee areas, which had been reorganized 
into 17 by 1938; the sub-committees consisted of county councillors, representatives 
of all county districts within their areas, and co-opted members.*: 

The council had the duty to maintain existing elementary schools which had been 
placed under its control, and to build new ones where necessary. By February 1910 
20 new elementary schools had been completed, 4 were in course of erection, and 
another 13 had been planned. Thirty-two more voluntary schools had been transferred 
to county control. On the other hand 21 schools had been closed.*+ A further 17 new 
elementary schools had been opened by 1913.55 The First World War put an end to 


43 Tbid. 10, 14. 51.2 Edw. VII, c. 42. 
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46 H. C. Barnard, Short Hist. Eng. Educ. 209-10. secondary educ. before 1902 is reserved for another volume. 
47 Ches. C.C. Triennial Rep. (1895), 9; (1901), 23-4. 33 Ches. C.C. Educ. Cttee. Official Manual, 1915-16, 
48 Ibid. (1901), 24-5. 76; Jubilee of Co. Councils: Ches. 71-3. 
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school building. In 1922 the chairman of the county council could only report the 
transfer to it of one voluntary school and the closure of two small schools. The gloom 
of this announcement was emphasized by the news that the adoption of national scales 
for teachers’ salaries had meant a large increase in the elementary education rate.5® 
Teachers’ salaries, which had cost the county £171,000 in 1912-13, amounted to more 
than £450,000 by 1923-4.57 

In the period between the World Wars the construction of new schools continued, 
but very slowly. Thus between 1931 and 1934 7 new elementary schools were opened, 
while 5 old ones were closed.5* In the same period 5 schools were reorganized as senior 
elementary schools, taking pupils over eleven, in accordance with the recommendations 
of the Hadow Report. 

Under the Education Act, 1944,59 the non-county boroughs which had maintained 
their own primary schools lost control of them to the county council. All the old adminis- 
trative sub-committees, except those of Tarvin and Knutsford, were replaced by 
divisional executives.°° In 1955 Cheshire maintained 464 primary schools, of which a 
hundred were all-age schools. The latter were mostly situated in rural areas, 13 being 
in the Mid-Cheshire division, 25 in Nantwich, 10 each in Ellesmere Port and Chester 
Rural, and 17 in Tarvin.*' The county council pursued an energetic policy of replacing 
the all-age schools, so that by 1965 there were only 6, while the total number of primary 
schools under county control remained practically the same as in 1955.6 Much new 
primary school building took place. By 1970 the number of primary schools under 
county council control had reached 531, and the all-age schools had disappeared.® 
Thirty more primary schools were provided by 1973.°+ The expansion reflected the 
rise in the number of children of school age after the Second World War. In 1955 there 
were 82,300 children on the rolls of the county primary schools. Eighteen years later 
there were 128,000, an increase of more than 50 per cent.®5 The numbers of primary 
schools given above include those which were still partly under voluntary control. In 
1958 107 of the 463 primary schools in Cheshire were listed as ‘voluntary aided’, 142 
as ‘voluntary controlled’, and one as ‘voluntary special agreement’; the status of 16 
had not yet been determined. ‘Three years later the number of aided schools had fallen 
slightly, to 101, and the number of controlled schools had risen to 148. The difference 
between the two classes lay in the fact that in ‘controlled’ schools the authority was 
responsible for the entire cost of maintenance, while external repairs and structural 
alterations to ‘aided’ schools had to be financed in part by the voluntary bodies respon- 
sible for them.®7 The number of primary school teachers in Cheshire increased from 
2,338 in 1953 to 4,809 twenty years later; in the same period the average number of 
pupils on the schools’ rolls per teacher fell from 33 to fewer than 27.°8 

Before the First World War the county council provided only g secondary schools: in 
Altrincham (2), Crewe, Hyde, Macclesfield, Nantwich and Acton, Runcorn, Sale, and 
West Kirby. The total number of pupils on their books in January 1915 was 1,720. It 
also joined with Chester city council in providing a secondary school, and supported 
5 other schools with grants.°° The 1902 Education Act had only permitted councils 
to levy a rate of 2d. in the £ for higher education. The number of children in Cheshire 


56 Ches. C.C. Triennial Rep.. (1922), 3-4. 64 Ches. Finance (1973), 20. 
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receiving secondary education reached 4,517 by 1922 and nearly doubled between 
then and 1934. In the latter year 8,500 Cheshire pupils were receiving education in 
13 schools owned by the county council, 6 non-county grammar schools in Cheshire, 
8 schools in Chester and Stockport, and 15 schools outside the geographical county.7° 

The 1944 Education Act abolished the category of elementary school and provided 
that all pupils must receive a secondary education. The secondary system chosen in 
Cheshire was that based on secondary modern and grammar schools. In the first ten 
years after the Act came into operation, the county provided 62 secondary modern and 
18 grammar schools. The number of pupils in each type was respectively 20,063 and 
10,420 in 1955.7! Ten years later the numbers of secondary modern and grammar 
schools had increased respectively to 81 and 28, and two-fifths of the 55,000 pupils 
in secondary schools were receiving grammar-school instruction.7* Meanwhile the 
number of direct-grant and independent schools receiving county pupils had fallen to 
ten. Between 1965 and 1970 one comprehensive school was built, in the Hyde and 
Longdendale division. It had 771 pupils in 1970.73 

The years after the Second World War witnessed growth in the demand for further 
education. In 1953 the 45 technical schools and evening institutes supported by the 
county council were providing courses for 7,648 pupils. The number of students 
enrolled exceeded 34,500 ten years later and 48,000 by 1973.74 In 1956 the council pro- 
vided full-time further education establishments at Eastham, Crewe, Northwich, Sale, 
Hyde, Macclesfield, and Runcorn, and supported 43 evening institutes.75The agricultural 
college at Saltersford was found inadequate after the First World War, and Reaseheath 
Hall near Nantwich was bought by the council, converted into an agricultural college, 
and opened in 1921.76 In 1967 it was providing three courses: general agriculture, 
dairy technology, and rural domestic economy.77 

In September 1908 temporary premises were opened for the training of teachers, at 
Crewe.78 By 1913 Crewe training college, which had been opened in the previous year, 
had 119 students.79 A second college was opened for the emergency training of teachers 
at Alsager in 1947, and permanently established two years later.8° By 1953 the two 
colleges were between them providing 420 places, but with the increasing demand for 
trained teachers in the two decades after the end of the Second World War, rapid 
expansion was allowed, and the numbers of students had risen to 2,120, of whom 1,330 
were at Alsager, by 1967, and to 2,400 by 1973."! 

When it was inaugurated in 1922, the county library service was under the authority 
of the director of education. At first it operated from a central headquarters in Chester 
through local centres run by volunteers. The number of branches rose from some 250 
in the 1920s to 392 in 1953 and 619 ten years later.83 In 1965, following the Public 
Libraries and Museums Act, 1964,%4 the library service was separated from the educa- 
tion department, and a director of libraries and museums was appointed.*5 In 1973 
the number of library service points was 1,233, and the total stock of books was more 
than 1,400,000. %¢ 
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Health and Soctal Services 


A county medical officer of health was first appointed in 1893, but until 1895 his 
appointment was part-time.87 The county council was empowered to provide isolation 
hospitals, and in 1896 the medical officer recommended the division of the county into 
g districts for that purpose.88 By 1910 hospital boards had been established in the 
Bucklow, Congleton, Nantwich, Northwich, and Wirral areas.°9 Their function was to 
ensure that adequate accommodation was provided in existing hospitals, rather than to 
provide new ones. In 1916, however, the county joined with the county boroughs of 
Birkenhead, Chester, Stockport, Wallasey, and Stoke-on-Trent (Staffs.) to provide a 
joint sanatorium committee, which purchased a site for a sanatorium at Burntwood 
(Staffs.). The sanatorium was opened in 1923, and accommodated 240 patients by 1928.° 
A colony for the treatment and rehabilitation of tuberculosis patients was opened at 
Wrenbury Hall in 1922.9! The county council joined the county boroughs of Birken- 
head, Chester, and Wallasey in creating a joint board for the mentally defective in 1928, 
which developed in institution at Cranage Hall.°? In 1935 the county’s first general 
hospital was opened, at Clatterbridge. It contained about 300 beds.°3 West Park 
hospital at Macclesfield was taken over by the county in 1940, and in the following year 
the Mary Dendy homes for the mentally defective at Alderley Edge passed into its 
control.°* By 1936 the two mental hospitals which the county had taken over from 
quarter sessions in 1889, at Upton by Chester and at Macclesfield, accommodated 
respectively 1,753 and 1,344 patients.°5 After the Second World War most of the county 
institutions, apart from Wrenbury Hall, passed into National Health Service control. 

The county provided school medical inspection of pupils, and clinics for the welfare 
of expectant mothers and children of school and pre-school age.°° In 1935 there were 
7 district medical officers of health employed full-time by the county, while another 
30 doctors combined work for the county with private practice.97 In 1972 129 child health 
clinics were controlled by the county, which employed 180 health visitors and school 
nurses, 189 home nurses, and 143 midwives; Cheshire was divided into 11 areas each 
with a divisional medical officer in control.28 The county ambulance service owned 
75 vehicles in 1953 and 123 twenty years later.%9 

As a result of the Local Government Act, 1929,! the county council took over re- 
sponsibility for public assistance from the 8 poor-law unions which were wholly in 
Cheshire and the 6 of which parts lay in the county.” In the early 1930s there was a 
steep rise in the number of unemployed requiring relief; the average weekly number 
rose from 806 in 1931 to 1,322 in 1932, 2,205 in 1933, and 2,679 in 1934. The number 
of persons relieved in the former poor-law institutions averaged 2,442 between 1931 
and 1933 but declined to 2,110 in the next triennial period and to 1,484 between 1937 
and 1939.3 After the Second World War the public assistance department of the county 
council was replaced, under the National Assistance Act, 1948,4 by a welfare depart- 
ment; a children’s department had already been set up in 1946.5 The children’s and 
welfare departments were amalgamated with parts of the health and education depart- 
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ments to form a new social services department in 1971.° The children’s department 
had been responsible for providing homes and hostels: in 1955 it controlled 2 reception 
and short-stay homes, 8 long-stay homes and nurseries, 2 family group homes, and 
2 hostels for working boys and girls.7 The welfare department had, on its creation, 
taken over three old people’s homes from the public assistance committee. In 1949 its 
first objective was said to be the creation of 21 such homes.® By 1967 the number of 
homes provided had reached 41, and accommodation was provided for 1,314 old 
people.® In 1973 the social services department owned 24 homes and hostels for chil- 


dren providing 358 places, and 61 homes for aged and infirm persons providing 
T760;1° 


Planning 


In the 1930s and for some time afterwards planning was thought of as an extension of 
the county’s responsibility for roads and bridges."! ‘The county was then divided into 
to planning areas, each with a committee composed of representatives of the county 
council and of other authorities. For example, the Mid-Cheshire (Area No. 2) Joint 
Planning Committee as constituted in 1937 contained g representatives of the county 
council and two of Chester R.D.C., three of Nantwich R.D.C., and four of Tarvin 
R.D.C. Its main task was to consider proposals for housing and other development, 
rather than to make schemes for the future.!” 

During the Second World War a post-war reconstruction committee was set up, as 
a result of a conference of all local authorities in Cheshire summoned in 1943.13 A 
planning consultant, W. Dobson Chapman, was commissioned to prepare a county 
plan, which was printed for private circulation in 1946 and published three years 
later.'4 In 1948 the county was divided, under the ‘Town and County Planning Act, 
1947,'5 into 7 planning areas, and a planning officer was appointed for the whole county. 
By March 1949 an average of 477 planning applications was being considered each 
month.!© The county planning officer prepared a development plan for the whole 
county, which was submitted to the Ministry of Housing and Local Government in 
two stages. The first, dealing with Hoole urban district and parts of Chester rural 
district, was approved by the Minister in 1952, but was soon rendered ineffective by the 
transfer of most of the area to Chester city. The second part, covering the remainder of 
the county apart from the area within the Peak Park, was also submitted in 1952 but not 
finally approved until 1958.17 The plan provided for an increase in Cheshire’s popula- 
tion of about 190,000, of which some three-fifths would be accommodated in Ellesmere 
Port, Bebington, Crewe, and district, Stockton Heath, Macclesfield and district, Sale, 
Altrincham, Hale and Bowdon, Wilmslow and Alderley Edge, Bredbury and Romiley, 
Cheadle, Gatley, Hazel Grove, and Bramhall; about 85,000 new dwellings would be 
needed.!8 While the plan was under consideration, two other proposals were made: 
one was for a new town with a population of c. 60,000 at Congleton, the other for new 
towns for Manchester ‘overspill’ based on Lymm and Mobberley. Both were rejected.'9 
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By the mid 1960s, in spite of objections from the county council, Runcorn had been 
selected as a site for a new town of 60,000 inhabitants.2? Meanwhile the county had 
become involved in difficult and protracted negotiations with Manchester over the 
accommodation of the city’s ‘overspill’ population, following Manchester’s request in 
1962 for 22 sites in Cheshire.?! 

Meanwhile planning applications from developers were reaching an annual total of 
more than ten thousand.2? In 1968 it was decided to centralize planning by replacing 
the 6 area planning offices then existing by 2, one of which would be based in county 
hall at Chester.23 In 1973 the county planning department, which had employed 80 
staff twenty years earlier, numbered 225; in the year 1972-3, 12,688 planning applica- 
tions were considered, of which 11,873 were made by private developers.?4 ‘The work 
of the department then included advice on conservation areas under the Civic Ameni- 
ties Act, 1967.25 A series of booklets was produced, each dealing with one conservation 
area, describing the areas and offering advice to residents on the terms of legislation 
on conservation. 


Public Protection Services 


In 1889 the police in Cheshire came under the control of a standing joint committee 
consisting of one justice of the peace and one county councillor from each of the 14 
petty sessional divisions, and the chairman and vice-chairman of both the county 
council and quarter sessions.2° In 1902 the county police force consisted of the chief 
constable and his deputy, 11 superintendents, 13 inspectors, 79 sergeants, and 334 
constables, organized in eleven divisions. Eight years later the number of divisions 
had increased by two, and the force included 404 constables.?7 During the 1920s and 
1930s the size of the force increased by about 50 per cent.28 Under the Police Act, 1946,?° 
the former independent police forces of Congleton, Hyde, Macclesfield, and Staly- 
bridge were brought under county control, and that of Chester city followed in 1949.3° 
In 1963 the total police strength in the county was 1,191; it was within 2 per cent of its 
authorized strength. Seven per cent of the annual cost was borne by Chester city.3! 
Within the next ten years the police forces of Birkenhead, Stockport, and Wallasey 
were brought under the control of the county police authority, bringing its strength 
up to 2,825 by 1973. The county then bore roughly seven-tenths of the cost, the remain- 
der being met by the county boroughs.3? A new headquarters building was constructed 
in Chester between 1964 and 1967.33 

In 1936 an air-raid precautions scheme was designed for Cheshire, and a year later 
the county council was officially made responsible for air-raid precautions. By the end 
of July 1938 8,000 persons had enrolled as air-raid wardens, and anti-gas courses had 
been held for between three and four thousand civilians.3+ Between August 1940 and 
November 1941 there were 80 incidents involving the service. The majority of them 
occurred in Wirral.35 A civil defence committee was established in 1949 and Cheshire 
was divided into g civil defence groups. More than 2,000 persons enrolled for training 
before 1952.3° The enrolment doubled within the next three years, but in the 1960s 
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central government policy led to a reduction of the force, and at the end of 1966 the 
numbers stood at 1,627 on the active list and 955 in reserve.37 ‘The Cheshire division 
of the Civil Defence Corps was then under the authority of a county control at Chester 
and 5 county sub-controls. 

Cheshire became a fire authority under the Fire Services Act, 1947.38 The county 
was divided into 5 districts, based respectively on Hyde, Wilmslow, Crewe, Chester, 
and Ellesmere Port; 28 fire stations were under county control by March 1949, of 
which 11 were manned by part-time personnel.3° In 1963 the Cheshire fire brigade 
had a whole-time establishment of 840 out of a total authorized strength of 916. The 
gap between authorized and actual strengths had widened ten years later, when the 
figures were respectively 997 and 773.*° 

Inspectors of weights and measures had been appointed in the 19th century, but 
their duties had after 1857 been discharged by local police superintendents in their 
divisions. In 1889 the county council appointed a weights and measures committee 
and the county was divided into 4 inspection districts.41 The county analyst appointed 
by quarter sessions in 1876 was retained by the council until his death in 1913.4? The 
duties of the weights and measures department included the checking of weights and 
measures, the analysis of samples of food and drugs, and the registration of premises for 
the sale of poisons. Its staff numbered 21 in 1953.43 By 1973 its functions had been 
assumed by the trading standards department and its staff had doubled.*4 


Roads and Bridges 


In the mid 18gos the county council was responsible for some 570 miles of main 
roads, of which 450 miles lay in rural and 120 in urban districts.45 In addition there 
were more than 300 county and hundred bridges to be maintained, and some 50 approach 
roads to railway bridges.46 The Local Government Act, 1929, brought all highways in 
rural areas and all classified roads in municipal boroughs and urban districts under 
county council management. In terms of mileage that meant an increase from. 630 to 
nearly 2,300.47 Ninety-seven miles of roads in Cheshire were designated trunk roads 
under the Trunk Roads Act, 1936.48 Among the projects completed between the wars 
were a new road from Shotwick to Frodsham, and the first stages of the Northwich 
by-pass on the road from Chester to Altrincham and Manchester.*9 The first lengths of 
motorway in Cheshire were opened in 1961 and 1963, and covered a total of 25 miles 
from Barthomley to the Lancashire boundary north of Lymm.5° In 1961 a new bridge 
was completed across the Manchester Ship Canal and the Mersey at Runcorn.3! In 
1973 the county council was responsible for maintaining 51 miles of motorway and 201 
of trunk roads; the total mileage of roads under its control was nearly 2,500.5 


Agriculture and Smallholdings 


The executive committee set up by the county council in accordance with the Diseases 
of Animals Act, 1894,53 was replaced by an agricultural committee under the Ministry 
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of Agriculture and Fisheries Act, 1919.54 By 1938 the committee had six sub- 
committees working under it, dealing respectively with cultivation, diseases of animals, 
land drainage, light horse breeding, livestock, and smallholdings and allotments.55 In 
1912 the executive committee supervised 24 veterinary inspectors under the Act of 1894 
and its successors.5® 

As a result of the Smallholdings Act, 1907,57 a land agent’s office was set up by the 
county council in the following year, and estates were bought for conversion into small- 
holdings. By 1910, 1,341 acres of land had been purchased, with the largest area (853 a.) 
the Ledsham estate. It was divided into 24 smallholdings of areas varying between 14 
and 50 acres, and 5 market garden plots each of 7 acres. Each smallholding was provided 
with a three-bedroomed dwelling house, and farm buildings. Average rents charged 
were 46s. a year for each acre of the smallholdings and 83s. 6d. an acre for the market 
garden plots. Another estate purchased from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners at Tarvin 
contained one large smallholding and 30 much smaller plots of between 1 and 4 acres 
each.5§ By the end of the First World War the total land acquired amounted to 4,740 
acres, but that amount was doubled over the next three years.5? In 1925 the county 
owned 365 holdings, and there were almost as many applicants, most of them ex- 
servicemen, on its waiting list.°° Thereafter the total acreage owned by the county 
did not expand greatly; it was 12,672 acres in 1937 and 13,109 in 1946. In 1973 there 
were 350 holdings, and a register of 164 approved applicants waiting.°? 


County Records 


Although the records of the palatinate of Chester had been removed from Chester 
castle to the Public Record Office in 1854, those of quarter sessions and its associated 
offices remained in Chester. A record office was established there in 1934 and in 1949 
a full-time archivist was appointed.°3 wo years later the records of the Chester 
diocesan probate registry were deposited at the county record office.°+ The staff of 
the office, which came under the control of the clerk’s department, numbered six in 
1964.°5 In 1940 the county council financed the publication of lists and selections of the 
quarter sessions records up to 1760 by the Record Society of Lancashire and Cheshire.® 
In 1972 work began on the Victoria History of Cheshire, locally financed partly by the 
county council and partly by a grant from the Leverhulme ‘Trust. 


Boundary Changes and Reorganization 


After 1888 the ancient county of Chester suffered several changes of boundary.®7 The 
Local Government Act, 1888, made Birkenhead and Stockport along with Chester 
into county boroughs independent of county administration, and Wallasey gained the 
same status in 1913. Cheshire lost territory both to the county boroughs and to the 
neighbouring counties. The parish of Tittenley, which had been almost surrounded by 
Shropshire, was transferred to that county in 1895.8 In 1901 1,728 acres of land with 
a population of more than 13,000 was transferred to Stockport. Between 1927 and 1936 


54 g & 10 Geo. V, c. gt. 63 Ches. C.C. Triennial Rep. (1937), 45, 46; (1940), 273 
55 Jubilee of Co. Councils: Ches. 81. (1952), 17. 

56 Ches. C.C. Yr. Bk. (1912-13), 169-76. 64 Ibid. (1955), 15. 

87 4 Edw. VII, c. 54. 65 Ibid. (1964), 26. 

58 Ches. C.C. Triennial Rep. (1910), 37-40. 66 Ches. O.S. Rec. 

59 Ibid. (1919), 33; (1922), 17. 67 For details of changes see under individual places in 
60 Tbid. (1925), 18-19. table of population, below. 

61 Ibid. (1937), 32; (1946), 6. 68 58 & 59 Vic. c. 86 (Local). 


62 Ches. Finance (1973), 26. 
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Cheshire lost territory to Derbyshire and Lancashire, and to Birkenhead, Chester, 
Manchester, Stockport, Wallasey, and Warrington county boroughs, only partly offset 
by the gain of Ludworth and Mellor parishes from Derbyshire in 1936. ‘The net loss 
sustained by Cheshire between rgo1 and 1954 was more than 28,000 acres.°° Some of 
the losses were resisted by the county council, especially those of Baguley, Northenden, 
and Northen Etchells to Manchester in 1931 and of the area between the Manchester 
Ship Canal and the Mersey to Lancashire in 1932.7° 

Until the late 1960s Cheshire county council believed that reorganization of local 
government could be carried out without any large-scale revision of the established 
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county boundaries. In 1962, in reply to the questionnaire sent out by the Local Govern- 
ment Commission which had been set up under the Local Government Act, 1958,7! the 
council said, ‘The size of the administrative county is perfectly satisfactory. . . . The 
shape is generally satisfactory. . . . Communications across it are extremely good, and 
are becoming even better, and neither the shape nor the size is any hindrance to the 
provision of effective and convenient local government.’? In 1966 the county council 
proposed changes which would have revived the administrative unity destroyed in 
1506; Birkenhead, Chester, Stockport, and Wallasey would lose their autonomy and 
become second-tier authorities under the county council.73 The Redcliffe-Maud 
Report of 1969 recommended instead the dismemberment of Cheshire; the ancient 
county was to be apportioned between the Merseyside and South East Lanca- 
shire/North East Cheshire (SELNEC) metropolitan areas and the Stoke and North 
Staffordshire unitary area.74 The county council objected strongly, and in 1971 its 


69 Reply of Ches. C.C. to Questionnaire of Loc. Govt.Com. in Eng. 1966, 7-8. 


1962, 6. 74 Rep. Royal Com. on Loc. Govt. in Eng. 1969, 
70 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 111-15. [Cmnd. 4040], pp. 212-14, 219-22, 236-7, H.C. (1968-9), 
71 6 & 7 Eliz. Il, c. 55. xxxviii; Lee, Wood, Solomon, and Walters, Scope of 
72 Reply of C.C. to Questionnaire, 7. Local Initiative, 61 (map). 


73 Ches. C.C., Submissions to Royal Com. on Loc. Govt. 
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objections were largely accepted by the government. Cheshire was to lose territory to 
Greater Manchester and to Merseyside, but was to receive land north of the Mersey 
in compensation. The county council accepted the new proposals once it became clear 
that Ellesmere Port and Neston were to be included in Cheshire rather than in Mersey- 
side, and that Alderley Edge was not to be lost to Manchester. By amendments to the 
original proposal Wilmslow and Poynton were also retained in Cheshire.75 

Under the Local Government Act, 1972,7° all Wirral north-west of Neston urban 
district and of Ellesmere Port municipal borough was transferred to Merseyside. The 
parts of Cheshire beyond the parishes of Lymm, Agden, Bollington, Rostherne, 
Ashley, Mobberley, Wilmslow, Mottram St. Andrew, Prestbury, Adlington, Poynton 
with Worth, Lyme Handley, and Disley were lost to Greater Manchester. 'Tintwistle 
was transferred to Derbyshire. Cheshire gained from Lancashire the county borough 
of Warrington, the municipal borough of Widnes, Golborne urban district, and 10 civil 
parishes. Eight new districts were created in Cheshire in succession to the old county 
borough of Chester, the municipal boroughs, and the urban and rural districts; they 
were named Chester, Congleton, Crewe and Nantwich, Ellesmere Port, Halton, 
Macclesfield, Vale Royal, and Warrington.77 

The first election to the new county council was held in April 1973. Of the 67 seats, 
61 were contested; nevertheless the composition and functions of the new council 
seem not to have excited the electorate, since only 41 per cent voted, compared with 
36 per cent at the previous election of the old council held in 1970. ‘Twenty-seven 
retiring councillors and 3 former aldermen were elected to the new council. In political 
composition the new body differed from the old; the Conservatives, with 31 seats, were 
closely followed by Labour with 29; the Liberals won 1 seat, and Independents six. 
A former Conservative county alderman, Mr. C. L. 5. Cornwall-Legh, was elected 
chairman of the new council; the vice-chairman, Dr. J. K. Walley, was an Independent.”8 


County Seals and Arms 


Before the 14th century it is difficult to distinguish between the personal seals of 
individual earls of Chester and an ‘institutional’ seal of the county palatine. From the 
late 1340s references occur to a seal of the Chester Exchequer, fees for the use of which 
were established.?9 The seal remained in the custody of the chamberlain of Chester, 
but it was personal to the earl or king and was therefore changed on most occasions 
when the earldom changed hands. After 1536, however, it could be altered only after 
a change of ruler. 

Before Richard IT made Cheshire a principality in 1397 his seal for the county pala- 
tine was 1-6 in. in diameter and one-sided.8° A surviving impression of that of the 
principality of Chester is much larger, and has both obverse and reverse.8! Under 
Richard’s successors large double-sided seals continued to be used.*? As an example of 
the palatinate seals used in the 15th century a good impression of that of Richard IT], 
attached to letters patent issued by the Chester Exchequer in 1484, may be taken.*3 
The seal is round, 3-25 in. in diameter. The obverse shows the king seated on a galloping 


75 "The discussion is described by Lee, Wood, Solomon, N.S. xviii. 46 and plate facing. 


and Walters, Scope of Local Initiative, 66. 82 Ibid. 50, 51, 56; Cat. of Seals in B.M., ed. W. de G. 
78 TO"d, C.. 70, Birch, 11. 48-51. 
77 See map. 83 Chester R.O., CH/30, described in 7.C’.A.S. N.S. xviii. 
78 Lee, Wood, Solomon, and Walters, Scope of Local 51-2 and illustrated in R. H. Morris, Chest. 517 (line 
Initiative, 188-90, 200. drawing), and Margaret J. Groombridge, Guide to 
79 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 137. Charters, Plate, and Insignia of City of Chest. 22 (photo- 
8° Examples in Chester R.O., CH/20-1. graph). 


81 J. Hall, ‘Royal Grants to City of Chest.’, ¥.C.4.S. 
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horse, holding in his right hand a drawn sword, and on his left arm a shield of arms. 
The reverse shows the arms of England and France quarterly impaling the earldom of 
Chester (three garbs) beneath a coronet; supporters a lion and a boar. Legend, obverse 
and reverse, black letter: SIGILLUM RICARDI DEI GRACIA REGIS ANGLIE ET FRANCIE ET 
DOMINI HIBERNIE COMITATUS SUI PALATINI CESTRIE. ‘he obverse and reverse have 
minor variations in abbreviation. 

From Elizabeth I’s reign palatinate seals included references to the county palatine 
of Chester and Flintshire. From 1603 they were dated.*+ Charles II’s seal, for example, 
is round, 3:6 in. in diameter. ‘he obverse again shows the king seated on a galloping 
horse, holding in his right had a drawn sword. Above the horse’s tail is a small represen- 
tation of the arms of the county palatine. The reverse shows the arms of the county 
palatine (three garbs) surmounted by a coronet; supporters two wyverns holding 
feathers. Legend, roman, obverse: SIGILLUM CAROLI II DEI GRATIA MAGNA BRITANNIA 
FRANCI4 ET HIBERNIA REGIS FIDEI DEFENSORIS; reverse, COMITATUS PALATINI SUI 
CESTRIE ET FLINT ANNO 1660.*5 A seal bearing the date 1706 is said to have been that 
in use when the palatine courts were abolished.*° 

The seal in use by Cheshire county council from 1889 to 1938 was round, 2°5 in. in 
diameter, and showed a shield bearing three garbs with feathers as supporters, sur- 
mounted by a coronet. Legend, black letter: CHESHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL ANNO MDCCC- 
Lxxx1x. After the grant of arms to the county council in 1938, a new seal was used, 
round, 2:25 in. in diameter, showing the arms with supporters, ground, and motto; 
legend, roman: THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF THE COUNTY PALATINE OF CHESTER.®7 After 
local government reorganization a new seal was brought into use early in 1976: round, 
2°25 in. in diameter, showing arms with supporters, ground, and motto: legend, 
roman, CHESHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL.®® 


84 P.R.O. Lists & Indexes No. XL, p.iv; Cat. of Sealsin For an example of 1821 see Ches. R.O., DT W/Acc. 2406 


B.M., ii. 51-2. Box 7. 

85 Chester R.O., CR63/2/687. Another impression is 87 Examples in Ches. R.O., CCL/F/87. 
illustrated in FE. Cust, ‘Investigation into the Right of Co. 88 "Ihe help of Mr. G. Gordon in describing the hist. 
Palatine of Chest. to bear a Coat of Arms’, 7./7.S.L.C. ii. and use of the most recent co. council seal is gratefully 
—18. acknowledged. 


86 H. Taylor, Co. Palatine of Chest.: its Place in Hist., 14. 
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Cursuire County Councin. Arms: azure a sword erect between three garbs or. Crest: upon a mural crown gules a lion 
statant guardant or between two ostrich feathers argent, mantled azure doubled or. Supporters: on either side a lion or 
supporting between the forelegs an ostrich feather argent. Motto: Jure et dignitate gladii. Badge: in front of an oval wreath 
of oak leaves a sword erect, the blade surmounted of a garb, all or. [Arms granted 1938, badge 1958] 
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PARLIAMENTARY 
REPRESENTATION 1543-1974 


HE statute of 1543! granting parliamentary representation to the county 

palatine and city of Chester completed the revolution in government which 

assimilated Cheshire to the other English counties. The preamble of the 

statute rehearsed a petition from the freeholders of Cheshire, asking the King 
for the right to share in the making of those laws by which they were bound. The 
petition implicitly acknowledged that most of the distinctive institutions of the pala- 
tinate had already been altered, and that it had lost the benefits of remaining outside 
the parliamentary system and above all, since 1540, its immunity from paying parlia- 
mentary subsidies. 

There is no evidence of objections to the granting of members of parliament to the 
county and city. Two double-member constituencies were created, allowing the pala- 
tinate four members, a number unchanged until 1832.2 In that year the number of 
seats within Cheshire was increased to ten by creating two double-member county 
seats and three double-seat boroughs, Chester, Macclesfield, and Stockport. Birken- 
head was granted a single seat in 1859. T'wo more county seats added in 1867 brought 
the total representation to thirteen, which was increased to fourteen in 1918 and to 
fifteen in 1945. 

The Act of 1543 had laid down a procedure which differed from that operating else- 
where. The Lord Chancellor sent election writs to the chamberlain of Chester, head 
of the palatine jurisdiction, who in turn passed them to the mayor and the sheriff. That 
deference to the continued status of the palatinate probably had little actual effect, 
although it did give the chamberlain some control over the timing of the elections, 
which could be crucial. The chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, who enjoyed similar 
powers in Lancashire elections, certainly gained considerable influence in elections 
there. 

The Act made no specific provision for the franchise, beyond requiring that the form 
of the elections should be the same as that ‘in the county palatine of Lancaster or any 
other county and city in England’. That was taken to mean that in the county the 
franchise belonged to all forty shilling freeholders, and that in Chester the parliamentary 
franchise should be the same as that laid down for the election of borough governors 
in the charter of 1506.3 

The term ‘forty shilling freeholder’ was not strictly construed in the 16th and 17th 
centuries. No registers of electors were compiled,+ and in most counties custom rather 
than legal title determined the electorate. Indeed it has recently been shown that in 
most counties little attention was paid to the freehold requirement, and even less to the 
value qualification, so that ‘in many areas most people with any land at all could make 
a plausible claim to vote if they wished’.5 Cheshire, with no developed local tradition, 
with no succession of contested elections until the end of the 17th century which would 


1 34 & 35 Hen. VIII, c. 13. 4 The so-called ‘freeholders’ books’, compiled as jury 
2 Except for two elections (1654, 1656) during the lists, contained only some of those entitled to vote: J. S. 
Protectorate, at each of which the county returned 4 Morrill, Ches. Grand Jury 1625-59, 13-15. 
members and the city one. 5 D. Hirst, Representative of the People? 42. 
3 J. Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii, passim. 
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have helped to develop one, and with an agricultural economy which led to the con- 
tinued existence of a large number of tenant farmers holding land on long leases and at 
nominal rents,° was particularly affected by that point. It may help to explain why the 
county had one of the largest electorates in the early 18th century. It has been estimated 
that 4,800 actually voted in 1681.7 An electorate of 5,500 has been suggested for the reign 
of Anne,® and one of 5,000 voters in the period 1715-54. Both estimates give Cheshire 
the sixth largest county electorate in the country. In fact, it was almost certainly more 
numerous. In 1727 the poll book shows that over 5,800 actually cast votes.!° In 1734 two 
of the candidates of 1727 stood. Unless the proportion of plumpers, who only used one 
of their two votes, was drastically lower, and the Excise crisis had so polarized opinion 
as to make that unlikely, the number of those voting would have been rather higher, 
possibly around 7,000-7,200,!! giving Cheshire the third largest electorate in Britain. 

The size of the county electorate raised problems common to all county seats. ‘The 
problems of the borough franchise were at once more particular and more long-lasting. 
Most commentators have assumed that Chester was a freeman borough,!? but it has 
been argued that its electorate in the early 17th century consisted of all adult males.%3 
A case can be made out for each view, but the balance of evidence supports the latter. 
Only a minority of 16th- and 17th-century parliamentary elections for the city were 
contested. Possibly, indeed, there were no formal contests until 1621, the matter having 
already been decided informally within the corporation before the mayor opened the 
writ. In that sense Chester was developing a governing body franchise. Nevertheless 
when in 1621 a discontented oligarch appealed to the citizens at large, the corporation 
made no attempt to disclaim a wider franchise. The charter of 1506 had granted Chester 
a very open electoral system. The mayor, aldermen, and councillors were to be elected 
annually, and the recorder periodically, by ‘the citizens and commonalty’. Much of 
that open government was altered during the 16th century; aldermen and councillors 
were co-opted by the corporation and, once chosen, served for life. The commonalty, 
however, still played a limited role in the annual election of the mayor." It is reasonable 
to assume that the parliamentary electors would be the same as those who retained that 
vestigial part in borough government. It remains uncertain whether the phrase 
‘citizens and commonalty’ was held to mean all male inhabitants or all freemen of the 
city. Nevertheless it was consistently used in relation to local elections. ‘The avoidance 
of the precise term ‘freemen’ is suggestive. Moreover, several mayors sold the freedom 
of the city to large numbers of men to raise money during Elizabeth I’s reign. All 
criticisms of the practice concentrated on its adverse economic consequences ; no mayor 
was accused of interfering with the electoral system.'5 

The evidence from the 1621 election is more positive. The corporation, in its petition 
to the Commons against the result, claimed that the victor had canvassed amongst the 
poor of the city and particularly amongst ‘those of the suburbs, the basest sort, as 
labourers and hired workmen and even beggars, and not with these only but also with 


6 M. D. G. Wanklyn, ‘Structure of Parties in Ches. & 54, 1. 202. 


Salop. during the Civil War’ (Manchester Univ. Ph.D. 12 Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 378-80; R. H. Morris, 
thesis, 1974). Chest. in Plantagenet and Tudor Reigns, passim; A. M. 
7 Hist. Parl. Trust, constit. rep. Ches. 1660-90. Johnson, ‘Some Aspects of Political, Const., Social, and 
8 W. A. Speck, Tory and Whig, 126. Econ. Hist. of City of Chest. 1550-1662’ (Oxford Univ. 


9 Hist. Parl., Commons, 1715-54, i. 202. The editors D.Phil. thesis, 1974), cap. 2; Hist. Parl. Trust, constit. 
divided the total number of votes cast by two, on the rep. Chest. 1509-58, 1558-1603. 
assumption that each elector cast both votes. 13 Hirst, Repr. of People? 99, 255 n.; J. K. Gruenfelder, 
10 32-7 per cent plumped for one candidate, Sir Robt. ‘Chest. Election of 1621’, T.H.S.L.C. cxx. 35-44, does 
Salisbury Cotton, accounting for 86 per cent of his sup- not discuss the nature of the electorate but consistently 


port. The poll book is Ches. R.O., P/4/17/2. talks of the voters as the ‘commonalty’. 
11 Extrapolation from the above analysis of the 1727 poll 14 Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 382-6. 
book to the result as given in Hist. Parl., Commons, 1715— 15 Morris, Chest. 74. 
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divers apprentices and foreigners, such as were not capable of voices’.!© Although the 
corporation might be thought to be objecting to non-freeman voters, significantly they 
did not use the term. It seems more reasonable to suppose that they objected to the 
extension of the franchise to those not living within the boundaries of the city as 
established by the charter, and to apprentices who were too young to vote. The 1628 
election again affords evidence which on balance supports belief in a franchise wider 
than that of the freemen. More than goo voters took part.!7 A recent careful estimate 
of the population of Chester concludes that there were 4,500 inhabitants about 1640.18 
Assuming a ratio of adult males to the population as a whole of between 1:4 and 1:6,!9 
at most there would be only 1,100 adult males in Chester in 1628. Not only did goo men 
vote in 1628: it has been suggested that 800-1,000 regularly voted in mayoral elections 
in that period.?° Even if in Chester, as in York, more than 75 per cent of the adult male 
population were freemen, Chester during the period up to 1640 apparently had an 
inhabitant franchise. If there was genuine indecision and doubt about the question, it 
would result in practice in a very open franchise indeed.?! 

After the Restoration, however, Chester had a clearly established freeman franchise. 
The crucial contest may have been a by-election in 1673. An outside observer wrote to 
the Secretary of State: “The mayor was a great stickler for the recorder and made many 
freemen to vote for him after the writ was opened and the election going on, near 30 
as | am informed. Now the recorder having 17 more freemen’s votes than the colonel 
[Colonel Robert Werden] makes him bustle and make the under-sheriff certify for 
him; but if the freemen the mayor made during the election were withdrawn, as they 
ought to be, the colonel would have the major vote of freemen, but it has always been 
practicable here for all inhabitants that pay duties to king and church to vote.’22 
The final clause suggests that the nature of the electorate may have been in dispute. 
The Commons Journal does not record details of Werden’s subsequent petition, but the 
House, on the recommendation of the Committee of Privileges, set aside the election 
of the recorder and declared Werden elected.?3 

By 1690 no one disputed that the electorate should consist of freemen. Sir Thomas 
Grosvenor and Richard Leving were elected with 498 and 494 votes against 484 and 
457 for the sitting members, Roger Whitley and George Mainwaring. The defeated 
candidates, basing their petition to the Commons firmly on the ground that ‘the right 
of election lies in the freemen of Chester’, asked for the result to be set aside because 
the mayor had created 125 freemen after the opening of the writ, some from ineligible 
categories such as almsmen, minors, and apprentices. The mayor replied that none 
under sixteen had been enfranchised and that all freemen ‘young or old, rich or poor’ 
were entitled to vote. He and several other witnesses carefully specified, that that had 
been the custom since the Restoration. The failure to use such phrases as ‘time out 
of mind’, ‘time immemorial’, may well signify an awareness of recent changes in local 
electoral practice. In the event the election of Grosvenor and Leving was upheld by 
186 votes to 185 in the Commons.”4 Forty years later a new problem arose. Lawsuits 
undertaken in the 1730s by a dissident group to force the corporation to allow open 
elections of aldermen and councilmen made great play with the charter’s entrusting 
elections to ‘the citizens at large’, but the dissidents were not arguing for adult man- 
hood suffrage. ‘Their principal aim was not to extend the franchise, but to restrict it by 


16 Chest. Libr., MS. 94.3, f. 33v. 20 Johnson, ‘Chest. 1550-1662’, cap. 2. 
17 J. S. Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 31-2. 21 Hirst, Repr. of People? 95. 
18 Johnson, ‘Chest. 1550-1662’, 8. 22 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1672-3, 559. 


19 Hirst, Repr. of People? 253 n., citing the Cambridge ot Ney Eb ePer, Cy Lop 
Group for the Study of Population and Social Structure. 24 Ibid. x. 357, 491-2. 
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depriving of their votes the non-resident freemen, almost one-third of the electorate, 
whom they believed to be generally dependent upon their landlords, and especially 
upon the Grosvenors, whom they feared to be turning Chester into a proprietary 
borough.’5 That appeal to the courts failed, but thirteen years later, in 1747, the dis- 
sidents once again contested a parliamentary election for the city. They were heavily 
defeated, but challenged the result before the Commons’ Committee of Privileges, 
which ruled that ‘the right of election of citizens to serve in Parliament for the city of 
Chester is in . . . such of the freemen . . . not receiving alms, or [who] shall have been 
commorant within the said city or liberties thereof, for the space of one whole year next 
before the election’.6 At last a clear-cut ruling had been made. For the last 75 years of 
the unreformed Parliament, and for some time thereafter, candidates had the relatively 
uncomplicated task of bribing and cajoling a clearly defined electorate. 


EERE OWNTY SEATS 1543-1660 


THE listing of Members of Parliament drawn up from official sources after the 1867 
reform bill is incomplete for Cheshire.” Two local antiquarians have suggested names 
for all the blanks in the Blue Book,?8 but some of their suggestions have proved 
unsatisfactory.?9 

Two facts immediately appear from the list of members for the years 1 543-1642. 
The first is the absence of parliamentary dynasties in Cheshire. Of 37 different men 
elected to the 26 parliaments during those years, 25 sat once, 6 twice and 5 thrice.3° The 
37 men came from 28 families, and only one family, the Cholmondeleys of Cholmon- 
deley, furnished more than two members.3! Secondly, 30 of those 37 sprang from county 
families which had lived in Cheshire since at least the 13th century.32 That confirms 
the well-established view that 16th- and 17th-century Cheshire had a remarkably 
homogeneous and stable ruling class, which, together with the distinctiveness of its 
local institutions, made the county insular and conservative.33 The very high incidence 
of intermarriage within that group, the fairly narrow range of families appointed to the 
commissions of the peace,3+ and the fact that 34 of the 37 M.P.s were Cheshire J.P.s 
at the time of their election all support that view.35 Finally the absence of any great 


25 F. O’Gorman, ‘Gen. Election of 1784 in Chest.’, 
G.C.A.LS. lvii. 41-50. 

26 C.F. xxv. 505; Hist. Parl., Commons, 1715-54, 203-4. 

27 Return of Members of Parl. 1213-1702, H.C. 69 
(1878), lxii(1) gives no returns for 1545, 1547, 1584, 1597, 
1614, 1654, 1656, 1659. 

28 “Parl. Repr. of Ches.’? ed. W. D. Pink and A. B. 
Beavan, Local Gleanings, i. 371-81, 405-11 (for 1543-1660). 
A brief biog. of each member is given. 

29 For the period 1543-1603 the Hist. Parl. Trust 
unpubl. files differ from Pink and Beavan as follows: 1545 
Sir Lawr. Smith and Sir Hugh Calveley; 1547 Sir Wm. 
Brereton of Brereton and Sir Hugh Cholmondeley; 1572 
Sir Hugh (not Thos.) Calveley; 1597 Thos. Egerton of 
Dodleston and Sir Wm. Brereton of Brereton. Pink and 
Beavan are also probably mistaken about the M.P.s in 
1604 and 1614. For 1604 they give, as the original colleague 
to Sir Thos. Holcroft, Sir Bart. Ascock, for whom there is 
no other evidence, instead of Sir Roger Aston, named, 
without source, by Ormerod, Hist. Ches. i. 76, and 
accepted by Pink in Jn. Rylands Libr., Eng. MS. 296, 
written later. In 1614 Pink and Beavan suggest Sir Wm. 
Brereton of Brereton and Randle Crewe, the Speaker, 
later placed at Saltash: Jn. Rylands Libr., Eng. MS. 299. 
T. L. Moir, Addled Parl. of 1614, 32, 191, gives Sir Roger 


Wilbraham as the second member. Brereton may also be 
a mistake for Hugh Beeston of Beeston, who certainly sat 
in 1614, for an unknown constituency, possibly Ches. 

30 Sir Wm. Brereton of Brereton (1577, 1614, 1621); Sir 
Wm. Brereton of Handforth (1628, 1640 spring and 
autumn); Sir Ric. Grosvenor of Eaton (1621, 1626, 1628); 
Sir Thos. Holcroft of Vale Royal (1593, 1601, 1604); Ric. 
Wilbraham of Woodhey (1554 spring and autumn, 1555). 

31 Sir Hugh Cholmondeley (1547), his son Hugh (1584), 
and great-grandson Rob. (1625). 

32 The others were two members of the Booth family of 
Dunham Massey, which had settled in the county in the 
early 15th century; the Holcrofts, Sir Ric. Cotton, Sir 
Lawr. Smith, and Sir Ant. St. John. 

33 e.g. G. P. Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. and Society in Ches., 
c. 1590-1640’ (Liverpool Univ. M.A. thesis 1974), caps. 1 
and 2; Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 1-6. 

34 Patricia Marriott, ‘Commission of the Peace in Ches. 
1536-1603’ (Manchester Univ. M.A. thesis, 1974), 
conclusion, shows that only 69 families had served as 
J.P.s for Ches. before 1603. The total for the period up to 
1640 was 90-95. 

35 Based on the appendices in the theses by Marriott 
and Higgins. 
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peerage family resident in the county must have helped to develop in local affairs a 
natural oligarchy, self-sufficient and capable of common action against external threats 
to its autonomy. The Stanley earls of Derby, although lords lieutenant for most of 
that period, took little active interest in Cheshire affairs.3° In any case they generally dis- 
tanced themselves from the court, and their influence and interest in the government of 
the realm was spasmodic. Their holding the office of chamberlain of Chester for half 
the period impeded an alternative form of government intervention through manipulat- 
ing the timing of elections. Although two other chamberlains, the earl of Leicester 
(1563-88) and Lord Keeper Egerton (1593-1603), were much closer to the centre of 
power, there is no evidence that they used their position to influence Cheshire elections, 
although they did intervene in Chester city’s politics. 

There is no doubt that, by Elizabeth I’s reign at the latest, a distinct leading group 
of families had arisen in Cheshire, which generally acted together. Only in the 1620s 
is there evidence of a division of the gentry into competing groups. Elizabethan 
Cheshire was dominated by a united élite of 13 families, ten of whom were amongst 
the 28 families providing M.P.s. Five others of the 28 were cadet lines of those leading 
families.37 

More dynamic forces should not be ignored. The continuity represented by the 
survival and prosperity of ancient Cheshire lines such as the Breretons, the Delveses, 
the Grosvenors, the Fittons, the Leghs, the Masseys, and the Savages,3® did not pre- 
clude the entry into the élite of new families, mostly from outside Cheshire. There were 
three such rising families in the 16th century. The Smiths of Hough were successful 
Chester goldsmiths and benefactors, who bought lands in Wirral and remained promi- 
nent in the city as well as establishing themselves in county society. Sir Lawrence 
Smith was the only man before the 19th century to sit for both county and city.39 
The Holcrofts and the Cottons, whose founders had been prominent household officials 
under Henry VIII, were the two major purchasers of monastic lands in Cheshire. 
Both families settled on their newly acquired estates and soon sent members to Parlia- 
ment.4° As their arrival suggests, Cheshire was not immune from external influences. 
Its gentry did not sit sullenly at home, holding all central authority and the court’s 
ethos and values at arm’s length. Sixteenth-century Cheshire may have received 
relatively few newcomers, but it sent to court very many of its native gentry, including 
numerous younger sons. Those who succeeded there did so by making their own con- 
tacts and finding their own patrons. Thus, while there were many links between county 
and court, Cheshire politics never became an arena of conflict between groups represent- 
ing the interests of court factions. Exactly half of all those who sat for Cheshire between 
1543 and 1603 held, or had held, court office, but most were minor figures for whom 
such office was still secondary. Only for two men did the centre of gravity of their 
lives lie outside Cheshire. Sir Richard Cotton, the son of a Shropshire gentleman, had 
risen to be comptroller of the king’s household and privy councillor just before Edward 
VI’s death. However, when elected knight of the shire in Mary’s third Parliament, he 
was out of office. The more important courtier was Thomas Egerton (later Lord Elles- 
mere), illegitimate son of Sir Richard Egerton of Ridley, from a cadet branch of an old 
county family. When he represented Cheshire (1584, 1586) he was solicitor-general 


36 Higgins, ‘Co. Govt. and Soc.’, caps. 1 and 2. and 1559. His grandson, Sir Thos., was elected M.P. for 
37 B. Coward, ‘Lieutenancy of Lancs. and Ches. in 16th _ the city in 1640. 
and 17th Cents.’, 7.H.S.L.C. cxix. 41. 40 Sir Thos. Holcroft, who bought the Vale Royal 
38 H. J. Hewitt, Ches. under the Three Edwards, 20, estates, sat in the first 2 Parls. of Mary’s reign, and Sir 
IIO-II. Ric. Cotton, purchaser of the Combermere Abbey lands, 


39 For Ches. in 1554 and 1555, and for Chest. in 1558 in 1554. 
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and a rising man.*! A forceful lawyer and legal reformer, he carefully distanced himself 
from the factions at court and was one of the few who retained the confidence of both 
the Cecils and the earl of Essex. He made no attempt to influence local politics in 
Cheshire and indeed as time went by came to Cheshire less, settling instead on the 
estates he acquired in Northamptonshire. 

As has been demonstrated elsewhere, no attempt was made by the Crown after the 
fall of Sir William Brereton of Malpas in 1536 to control the county through royal 
nominees.‘? By Elizabeth I’s reign a handful of local families controlled local govern- 
ment, two of whom stand out: the Cholmondeleys and the Savages. Both restricted 
their interests to the county. Cheshire politics remained turbulent. Several of those 
who represented the county in Tudor parliaments were involved in violent clashes with 
their neighbours. Sir Hugh Calveley (M.P. 1545) was several times summoned before 
the Star Chamber for riot and trespass, and was probably pilloried in 1556 for one 
such offence.*3 Sir John Done of Utkinton (M.P. 1558) was involved in violent clashes 
with the master forester of Delamere; in 1552 the Privy Council wrote to the Cheshire 
justices to prevent him from disinheriting his brother and heir apparent.‘+ Sir Edward 
Fitton (J.P. 1553) sued Ralph Done, Hugh Cholmondeley, and Sir John Savage 
(M.P.s 1584, 1586, 1589) for their ignoring his rights as custos rotulorum. Fitton claimed 
that, when he summoned quarter sessions to meet at Knutsford, the others persuaded 
most of their fellow justices to attend a session elsewhere while he and a few supporters 
had waited in vain at Knutsford.45 Although Tudor Cheshire clearly remained a turbu- 
lent county, the trouble apparently arose from rugged individualism and isolated dis- 
putes. ‘The élite gradually forming was willing to arbitrate and to impose order on the 
county, and, at least until the 1620s, was broadly united. There is no evidence at all of 
the grouping of county families into two or three major factions as in Elizabethan 
Norfolk.4¢ Parliamentary elections in Cheshire were a matter for consensus, for debate 
and resolution within the élite, rather than an arena of conflict in which each group 
appealed beyond itself to the freeholders in a series of trials of strength. The élite 
managed the elections in their own interests, without pressure from outside the county, 
but intent on using contacts with the centre to strengthen the hands of the elected 
members in serving the needs of the county as articulated by the leading group of 


gentry.” 


543255 


Given in 1545 their first opportunity to send men to Parliament, the freeholders 
chose men whose main interest were rooted in the county, but who yet had wider 
experience of the world outside. Sir Lawrence Smith, son of a Chester goldsmith by 
the daughter of Sir Andrew Brereton of Brereton, had himself settled in county society 
and married the widow of Sir William Brereton of Malpas. He had fought under the 


41 Based on Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. Egerton was attorney- 
general (1592-4), master of the Rolls (1594-1603), Lord 
Keeper (1596-1603), Lord Chancellor (1603-17), and was 
successively created Lord Ellesmere (1603), and Viscount 
Brackley (1616). Cotton and Egerton were also two of only 
four men in this period who sat both for Cheshire and for 
other constituencies. Egerton represented Reading in 
1589, Cotton Hampshire in 1553. The others were Sir 
Thos. Holcroft (Lancs. and Arundel) and Sir Ric. Wilbra- 
ham (Tavistock). 

42 E. W. Ives, ‘Court and Co. Palatine in Reign of Hen. 
VIII’, 7.H.S.L.C. cxxiii, 1-38; ‘Patronage at the Court of 


Hen. VIII: Ralph Egerton of Ridley’, Bull. Jn. Rylands 
Libr. cii. 346-74. 

43 Lancs. and Ches. Cases in Ct. of Star Chamber 
(RES Calxxi) 46,505, n11s ui ocmdcrsnojmie Geto. 4—O, 
264; Hist. Parl. Trust, biogs. 

44 Acts of P.C. 1552-4, 20. 

45 Sta. Cha. 5 F24/8, F30/2; Sta. Cha. 7 21/32. ‘These 
references were provided by Mr. A. Thomas. 

46 Cf. A. Hassell Smith, Co. and Court: Govt. and Soc. 
in Eliz. Norf. 

47 This paragraph is based on discussions with Mr. A. 
Thomas of Birmingham Univ. 
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earl of Hertford in Scotland, being one of the fourteen Cheshire men knighted during 
that campaign. So too had Sir Hugh Calveley whose brief service in the duke of 
Richmond’s household had given him further contacts with the Court. But by 1545 
neither occupied any office of profit and both were primarily local figures. Both had 
been included in the first Cheshire commission of the peace in 1543.48 

The Members elected in 1547 and 1552 were of similar types. All were knighted 
during their service in Scotland, all were in the original commission of the peace and 
all had been on the fringes of the Court: Sir Hugh Cholmondeley as a friend of Hert- 
ford’s counsellor, Sir John Thynne; Sir Thomas Venables as a former gentleman of 
Prince Edward’s chamber; Sir William Brereton as a close companion of Hertford 
during the Scottish campaign. The most interesting was Sir Thomas Holcroft. A 
Lancashire gentleman by birth, he rose rapidly in the royal household and the Duchy 
of Lancaster administration, and as an acknowledged expert on Scottish affairs, was 
active in secret negotiations and organizing a spy network. His interests, however, were 
closely tied to those of Somerset, and his power collapsed in 1549 with the Protector’s 
fall. He was imprisoned for several months, but served as M.P. for Cheshire in 1552, 
after his disgrace. What such choices prove, therefore, is not that Cheshire seats were 
at the disposal of the Seymours in the early years, nor that men were selected who could 
exploit current contacts, but rather that those early M.P.s were men with more 
experience of the ways of government than others of the county gentry. All were men 
whose preoccupations and commitments at the time of their election were those of the 
country gentleman. Thus Holcroft was involved in rationalizing the estates of Vale 
Royal abbey which he had purchased in 1545.49 

The Marian elections present a similar picture. Six of the eight men who served in 
Mary’s parliaments were former household officials whose Crown service appeared to 
have ended by 1553. T'wo of them had actually served in the household of the then 
Princess Mary;5° a third, a former agent of Thomas Cromwell, had retired to his 
estates in 1540.5! Sir Thomas Holcroft served again, before unexpectedly resuming 
his public career as an active diplomat. He may have used his new office of Knight 
Marshall to forewarn protestants against whom the Council was contemplating action 
and secretly aided their escape.5? Several of the other M.P.s were also probably religious 
moderates ;53 the general impression is of the county choosing local men (all eight were 
J.P.s) with experience of national affairs, but no complicity in the current régime. 
An exception was the return of Richard Wilbraham to three successive parliaments in 
1554 and 1555. A younger son of an old Cheshire family, he had already spent thirty 
years at court, many of them in the household of Princess Mary. Throughout her reign 
he was master of the Jewel House, and staunchly supported the queen’s policy in parlia- 
ment.5+ Whether the county yielded to royal pressure to elect him, or spontaneously 
chose him as an insurance policy, while consistently sending as his colleagues men 
with no current involvement with the government, is unclear. 


1559-1603 


As before, Cheshire’s representation was fairly evenly divided. Different men were 
chosen for each of Elizabeth’s first five parliaments. They were mostly leading county 


48 1. & P. Hen. VIII, vi, xii, xix, xx, passim; Ormerod, 5! Ric. Hough. 


Hist. Ches. ii. 252; Acts of P.C. 1552-4, 20; Hist. Parl. 52 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 

Trust, biog. 53 e.g. Ric. Hough, Sir Lawr. Smith. 
49 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 5+ He sat for Tavistock in Oct. 1553; cf. Hist. Parl. 
59 Sir Ric. Cotton, Sir John Done. Trust, biog. 
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gentlemen and justices of the peace, ‘the county families taking it in turns to sit’.55 
Thereafter the pattern is a little more complex, with Thomas Egerton, Sir John Savage, 
and Sir Thomas Holcroft each elected twice. Of those chosen during the reign as a 
whole only Egerton stood high at court although six others held minor office or had 
other links with the court. Sir George Beeston was in charge of the shore defences at 
Gravesend in 1576 and of ‘four great ships’ at Chatham during the Armada campaign. 
Perhaps that, together with his strong protestantism, led to his election in 1589. He 
was the only M.P., apart from Egerton, who did not spend most of his time in Cheshire. 
Thomas Egerton of Ridley (1597), recently appointed clerk of the Chester Exchequer, 
where he acted by deputy, served with the earl of Essex in the Azores, and in Ireland 
where he was later killed. Hugh Cholmondeley (1584) was vice-president of the Council 
in the Marches of Wales. Some more prominent office-holders like Edward Fitton (lord 
president of Connaught 1569-72, vice-treasurer of Ireland 1572-9, custos rotulorum 
of Cheshire in the 1570s, and a former M.P. in 1553) were bypassed. As before, the 
county wanted more than anything else to choose men whose primary interest and 
experience were in its own affairs.56 Experience of the world at large was valuable, but 
not essential. Nine of the 16 members who served in Elizabethan parliaments never 
owned houses or held office outside the county. Four members were connected with the 
Stanleys, but only two at all closely. William Massey (1563) was a steward for their 
Wirral estates. Piers Legh of Lyme (1601) a former page in the Stanley household, 
accompanied the 4th earl on his embassy to France in 1585.57 

The evidence about the religious leanings of Cheshire M.P.s is ambiguous. ‘The four 
members chosen in 1558 and 1571 were said by Bishop Downham in 1564 to be ‘favour- 
able’ at that time to the religious settlement. By contrast the two chosen in 1562, 
William Massey of Puddington and Sir Thomas Venables, were said to be ‘not favour- 
able’. One of the 1572 members had been ‘favourable’ in 1564 and was again in 1580 
listed as well affected to the church. His companion in 1572, William Booth, apparently 
a radical, was the patron of a minister noted for his opposition to vestments. Later, in 
1589, the two members were Sir John Savage, earlier listed as ‘cold’ and later convicted 
as a recusant, and Sir Hugh Beeston, a strong protestant. Probably, therefore, religious 
affiliation was not an important consideration in the choice of M.P.s.5° 

Few Cheshire M.P.s were active at Westminster. The only member known to have 
spoken regularly, Sir Thomas Egerton, did so as a law officer of the Crown.‘? Thomas 
Holcroft spoke three times during debates in 1601, and Thomas Egerton of Dodleston 
sat on the monopolies committee in 1597.°° Similarly, no evidence survives that 
Cheshire M.P.s sought or obtained bills relating to the county. On the other hand, the 
election of Sir Thomas Egerton, who had launched his career from the Chester Ex- 
chequer, may have been connected with the county leaders’ attempt to preserve the auto- 
nomy of the palatine jurisdiction from the encroachment of the courts in Westminster 
Hall and from the provincial jurisdiction of the Council in the Marches. Such men 
well-placed at court could help to strengthen the rights and foster the indepen- 


dence of local communities. There was no conception of ‘court and country’ in ‘Tudor 
Cheshire.®°! 


55 Hist. Parl. Trust, constit. rep. Hist. Parl. Trust, biogs. 
56 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 59 J. E. Neale, Eliz. I and her Parls. ii. passim. 
57 W. Beamont, Hist. House of Lyme, 109-30; Evelyn, 60 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 
Lady Newton, The Leghs of Lyme, passim; J. Croston, 61 Cf, G. R. Elton, “Tudor Govt.: the Points of Contact 
Historic Sites of Lancs. and Ches. 354-9. (i) Parl.’, Trans. R.H.S. 5th ser., xxiv. 183-200; Smith, 
38 3 Sheaf, v, p. 113; vii, p. 99; K. R. Wark, Elizabethan County and Court, esp. pp. 307-33. 
Recusancy in Ches. (Chetham Soc. [3rd ser.] xix), app.; 
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The first two Stuart elections followed the pattern discussed above, two local gentle- 
men who held minor court office sitting alongside two prominent squires. ‘The five 
elections of the 1620s, however, suggest that changes were taking place within the 
county. First, all the members chosen were ‘mere gentlemen’ and open hostility was ex- 
pressed towards those with court connexions. The candidates had to be uncontaminated 
by contact with the corruption of Whitehall. Secondly, there is evidence of divisions 
within the county, as two distinct factions arose, neither representing a court interest. 
Their origins are obscure but were essentially concerned with local precedence. As a 
consequence, the decade witnessed what were probably the county’s first contested 
elections. 

In 1624 Sir Richard Grosvenor, then sheriff, addressed the freeholders of Cheshire. 
In presenting to them the nominees of a group of leading gentlemen who sat by him 
on the platform, he discussed at length the role of M.P.s, emphasizing their particular 
commitment to the interests of the county. In that respect his speech was thoroughly 
conventional. He then, however, attacked the men who surrounded the king in a 
remarkably forthright and bitter manner.®* In particular, he assailed the de facto 
toleration afforded to Catholics, the consequent ‘dependence upon foreign princes, 
dangerous to any state’, and the multitude of patents and monopolies.®3 Grosvenor’s 
own activities as an M.P. in 1621 and 1629 offer equally striking proof of those same 
attitudes. In 1621 he made two major speeches on the fate of the Rhenish Palatinate, 
manifesting extreme hostility to Spain, distrust of the king’s policy of negotiation, and re- 
luctance to grant supply before war was declared. He also spoke against the monopolists 
and gave an example of the ill consequences for Cheshire of Sir Giles Mompesson’s 
patent to license alehouses.®* In February 1629 he brought in the report of the commit- 
tee on Popery which not only called for severer laws against recusants and their 
stringent enforcement, but also demanded sanctions against the Arminian clergy. Once 
again he showed marked hostility to the current government. He now attacked it 
directly, claiming that ‘our good endeavours have vanished into smoke’, as they had 
done in the last years of James’s reign, because beneath sweet words and assurances 
from the king, ‘the secret directions and command of some eminent ministers of state’ 
hindered the enforcement of the recusancy laws.°5 The report as a whole has been 
described as ‘fastidious and accurate’. Grosvenor, however, is said to have been ‘easily 
taken advantage of by those more wily than himself, in commercial matters more con- 
cerned as to winning advantage for his own locality than as to carrying out a national 
policy of mercantilism’.® 

The published papers of the 1621 Parliament also suggest the constituency business 
with which local members were concerned. The knights and burgesses of Cheshire 
headed a committee to investigate complaints against the Chester Exchequer. A private 
act allowed a Cheshire gentleman to break the entail on his lands. Grosvenor’s fellow 
knight, Sir William Brereton, moved a clause to include Cheshire in a bill enabling 
royal tenants to obtain licences of alienation more easily, and a similar amendment to 
include the palatine courts in a bill to regulate court fees.°7 


62 Grosvenor as lessee of the Crown’s lead mines in  Relf, and H. Simpson, ii. 454; iii. 347; v. 216, 405, 519. 
Flints. and Denb. was not entirely outside court circles, 65 Commons Debates of 1629, ed. W. Notestein and F. H. 
but never seems to have visited the Court or sought  Relf, 65-9. 
office. 66 Ibid. pp. lxiii-Ixv; cf. ibid. 172-244 for Grosvenor’s 

°s Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of Sir Ric. G., journal of the 1628-9 parliament. 
item 25. 67 Commons Debates in 1621, ii. 385; ili. 1493; iv. 4043 


°4 Commons Debates in 1621, ed. W. Notestein, F. H. vi. 22. 
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In his speech of 1624 Sir Richard Grosvenor nominated William Brereton of Ashley 
and William Booth of Dunham Massey, who were duly elected without a contest. 
Grosvenor said that the nomination represented ‘the opinion and resolution of those 
worthy gentlemen who sit about me, upon whose careful judgement and experience’ 
the well-being of the county depended.®* That is the earliest overt reference to caucus 
politics in the county. Probably the leading families met before every election and 
argued out amongst themselves which of them should serve, thus avoiding the costs 
and uncertainties of a poll. That may explain why the representation was shared by so 
many families. The precondition of such politics was that the county leaders were 
willing to act together. Increasingly, from the accession of Charles I onwards, that 
ceased to be the case.°? In the mid 1620s three families, the Cholmondeleys, the 
Needhams, and the Breretons of Brereton, acquired Irish peerages, and fought for 
local supremacy with other families, their equals in wealth and lineage, who had pur- 
chased baronetcies. The latter group were led by Sir George Booth and Sir Richard 
Wilbraham. Throughout England the baronets and the Irish peers were disputing 
precedency and Charles I’s compromise, granting the peers technical precedency, but 
removing them from acting on the commissions of the peace, was not successful.7° 
The rivalry in Cheshire continued, each group attempting to demonstrate its superiority 
over the other in the parliamentary elections. In 1626, for example, Sir Richard 
Grosvenor, himself a baronet, was quickly accepted for the first place, but no agreement 
could be reached about the other seat. Two members of the ‘baronet’ group drew lots, 
Peter Daniell, Grosvenor’s son-in-law, beating Sir William Brereton of Handforth, Sir 
George Booth’s son-in-law, but the winner was challenged by John Minshull, brother-in- 
law of Lord Cholmondeley. Only after two days of polling did Minshull withdraw. 
Nothing seems to have been at stake except local prestige and precedence.7! Similarly 
in 1628 large crowds gathered at Chester expecting a contest but the ‘barons’ backed 
down at the last minute, to the discomfort of local butchers who had laid in large quanti- 
ties of meat, hoping to repeat the large profits they had made in 1626.7 


1640-59 


The mutual suspicions of the two groups of Cheshire squires did not diminish 
during Charles I’s personal rule. Yet the centralizing tendencies and dubious legality 
of many royal policies in the 1630s did not give an ideological edge to those local dis- 
putes. Both groups were determined to use the parliamentary elections of 1640 to 
renew their struggle for control, but they did so by outbidding one another in opposi- 
tion to the Crown. There was agreement about what needed to be done, and each group 
maintained that it was best equipped to present the county’s grievances.73 The initia- 
tive lay with the ‘baronets’ who controlled local government, but the Irish peers and 
their supporters, having been excluded from or relatively inactive in local government, 
put forward two strong candidates, Sir Thomas Aston, a former ship-money sheriff 
now campaigning vigorously and knowledgeably against royal fiscal practices, and Sir 
William Brereton of Handforth, the most active of all the J.P.s, known to be strongly 


68 Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of Sir Ric. G., views of Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, caps. 1-2, that the origins 
item 25; Hirst, Repr. of People? 217, noting that it was of the party conflict lay in the 1620s. 


contested, is a misprint. 71 Chester R.O., CR 63/2/89, fam. notes of Thos. 
69 For the general background, see Morrill, Ches. r630- Stanley of Alderley, 1590-1601, 1621-8, unfol.; cf. 
60, caps. 1 and 2. Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 30. 


72 Kor a discussion of this question, see Wanklyn, 72 B.L. Harl. MS. 2125, f. 59. 
‘Structure of Parties’, passim, which disagrees with the 73 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 32-5. 
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anti-Laudian and popular amongst the ‘religious’, a man estranged from his father-in- 
law, Sir George Booth, and his friends.74 The fact that Aston was later to be a royalist 
and Brereton a parliamentary commander in Cheshire further suggests that there was 
no ideological gulf between the factions in 1640. Furthermore, it was specifically 
reported that the contest had arisen from the bitter distaste felt by the lords at ‘the 
neglect given them’ by the baronets, and that all men ‘were raised in their own profit’ 
rather than for the public good.75 In the event, after a ‘temperate’ declaration by the lord 
lieutenant for Aston and Brereton, the baronets withdrew.76 

In the election to the Long Parliament later in the year, the baronets stood down, and 
the choice lay between Aston, now running with Peter Venables, Lord Cholmondeley’s 
brother-in-law, and Brereton, campaigning independently.77 Probably the Cholmon- 
deley—Kilmorey faction abandoned Brereton both because he had served their purpose 
and because his religious radicalism had become far clearer during the spring and sum- 
mer.78 After ‘much contention’ Brereton was elected to the first and Venables to the 
second seat.79 Sir William’s sensational triumph in the face of the whole county 
establishment exemplifies the case recently argued that the gentry sought to avert polls, 
not simply because of the expense, but also because the volatility of the electorate made 
the outcome unpredictable.®° 

The autumn election saw a further innovation. It was decided that the new members 
be assisted in presenting the grievances of the county by compiling reports detailing 
the damaging effects of royal policy. The idea, ironically, was propounded by Sir 
Thomas Aston, but was taken up at quarter sessions and led to the appointment of 
committees in every hundred to receive complaints. ®! 

In 1642 Peter Venables, like his sponsors, became a royalist. Brereton established 
himself as Cheshire’s principal military and civilian leader for the parliament, using 
his position in the Commons to engross power and influence in the north midlands. ®2 
When, after the defeat of the king, the Lower House decided to fill vacancies created 
by the expulsion of royalist members, Brereton sought to have his own friends and 
colleagues elected to seats in several counties. Ironically he was less successful in 
Cheshire than elsewhere. The moderate opposition to his hard-line government of the 
county, led by Sir George Booth and others of the pre-war ‘baronets’ party, possessed 
an overwhelming electoral advantage in 1646 when anti-militarism and demands for 
a return to pre-war ‘normality’ were voiced on every hand. Sir George Booth the 
younger was returned unopposed.*3 He was expelled from the Commons, however, at 
Pride’s Purge in December 1648, so that for the next four years Brereton was once 
again the county’s sole member. *4 

In the 1650s the old county élite, split by political and religious differences in the 
1640s, was gradually reunited by a dislike for increased centralization, hatred of army 
rule, and continuing religious anarchy.*5 One sign of the return to older patterns was the 
resumption of traditional methods of electoral management. In 1654, 1656, and 1659 
the leading gentry met together to agree a slate of candidates.86 Such agreement was 
the more necessary because the Instrument of Government had increased the number 


74 See R. N. Dore, ‘Early Life of Sir Wm. Brereton’, 82 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, caps. 3-4. 

T.L.C.A.S. |xiii. 1-26. 83 Tbid. 174-9; D. Underdown, ‘Recruiter Elections 
75 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1639-40, 564. 1645-7’, L.H.R. |xxxii. 252-6. Brereton was accused of 
76 Tbhid., 580. delaying the issue of the writ so that he could set up his 
77 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 35. own candidate, John Bradshaw: B.L. Add. MS. 11332, 
78 B.L. Harl. MS. 2125, f. 133. ff. 70, 119-20. 

79 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 34-7. 84 PD. Underdown, Pride’s Purge, 366-90. 
8° Hirst, Repr. of People? passim. 85 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, caps. 6-8. 
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of county seats to four. In 1654 their slate, consisting of the leading civilians willing 
to serve under the Protectorate, was returned unopposed.’7 In 1656 the gentry were 
opposed by Major-General Bridge and the leading army and militia commanders, who 
produced a separate slate.8* After negotiations between the two groups, Bridge with- 
drew his list in exchange for an undertaking by the gentry that they would withdraw 
their support from John Bradshaw, the minor Cheshire gentleman and lawyer who had 
presided at the trial of Charles I and over the Rump Parliament’s Council of State, 
and, although chief justice of Chester, was now a bitter opponent of the Protectorate. 
Bradshaw chose to run independently,®? as did Sir William Brereton, who had taken 
up residence in Surrey and withdrawn from Cheshire affairs.9° On the day of the elec- 
tion the sheriff refused to allow a poll to be taken, and insisted that on a show of hands 
the gentry’s nominees were elected.9! Sheriff Egerton may have been prompted by his 
obstinate preference for those candidates,9* but could have had another reason. ‘The 
Instrument of Government by replacing the forty-shilling freehold qualification with 
one which enfranchised only those householders with a personal estate of £200,% 
reduced the size of the electorate substantially.°* That, together with the exclusion of 
all former royalists, would have made the task of conducting an accurate poll impos- 
sible. Indeed, one account of the election, which spoke of Bradshaw’s support as coming 
from ‘the generality of freeholders and some gentlemen’, suggests that the old county 
radical was attracting the support of a disenfranchised group which it would have 
been difficult or impolitic for the sheriff to have excluded from a poll. 

By the 1659 election the old franchise and distribution of seats had been restored. 
Once again a meeting of gentry nominated two men to serve.% One of them, Peter 
Brooke, was quickly accepted for the first place, but the other, Richard Legh of Lyme, 
the son of a royalist, had to fight John Bradshaw for the second seat. Legh was sup- 
ported by almost all the new county establishment; Bradshaw, in contrast, by a curious 
coalition of all the Cheshire republicans and by a cabal of disillusioned former royalists. 97 
Bradshaw, possibly defeated in 1656 by the efforts of one sheriff, was certainly victor- 
ious in 1659 through the guile of another, John Leigh of Booths, an old Cheshire 
radical. Finding the result of the poll at Chester too close for comfort, Leigh adjourned 
the county court to Congleton, Bradshaw’s Cheshire base.°* Bradshaw had defended 
the Quakers’ right to vote without taking an oath, and had denounced the caucus’s 
nominations as a denial of the freeholders’ ‘birthright’.°° That made him repugnant to 
the rapidly evolving monarchist interest by 1659. Certainly it was the most violent 
contest ever held in the county, with both freeholders and gentry on both sides 
coming to blows, and bitter recriminations continuing for months afterwards. The 
poll was eventually concluded and, despite a vigorous campaign at Westminster by 
his opponents to have the result overturned, Bradshaw took his seat.t It had needed 


87 The four were Sir Geo. Booth, Hen. Brooke of Norton, 
John Crewe of Utkinton, and John Bradshaw. 

88 P, J. Pinckney, ‘Ches. Election of 1656’, Bull. Fn. 
Rylands Libr. xlix. 387-426; Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 
287-93. 

89 The letter-book of Bradshaw’s brother Henry con- 
tains letters setting out his view of the contest: Bodl. MS. 
pope C@hes: 6.3: 

9° For Brereton’s position, see Pinckney, ‘Ches. Election’, 
417; Chester R.O., CR 63/2/702 (Brereton letter-book), 
Pp. 39-42 (paginated from the rear). 

91 Bodl. MS. Top. Ches. e. 3, ff. 20-1; Chester 24/131, 
unfol., grand jury presentment. 

92 Morrill, Ches. 1630-60, 290-2. 

93 §. R. Gardiner, Const. Docs. of Puritan Revolution, 
407-11. 


94 Hirst, Repr. of People? 3; J. Cannon, Parl. Reform 
1640-1832, 17-19. 

95 Bodl. MS. Top. Ches. e. 3, ff. 20-1. 

96 They included most of the pre-war élite, also all the 
leaders of the abortive Booth rising in Aug. 1659 and all 
the men most active as J.P.s in the early 1660s: Morrill, 
Ches. 1630-60, 293-9. 

97 Tbid. It contained no known supporters of Booth and 
only two future J.P.s. 

98 Ibid., and the sources there given. Also P. de M. 
Grey-Egerton, ‘Papers relating to Elections . . . for Ches.’, 
F.ClA.S. [tst'ser. |i. pt. 2) pp. 102—3- 

99 A dangerous word in view of its use by the Levellers. 

I Jn. Rylands Libr., Legh of Lyme MSS., unfol. letters 
of Ric. Legh; Bodl. MS. Top. Ches. e. 3, f. 22. 
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a polarization of opinion far more extreme than that of 1640 to produce the first com- 
pleted poll of the county’s electoral history. A new era in its political history was 
dawning. 


THE CITY OF CHESTER 1543-1660 


CHESTER was one of the very few boroughs in the country, probably no more than six 
or seven, which held out throughout the period against attempts by outsiders to promote 
candidates at parliamentary elections, and consistently chose as its members freemen 
of long standing. There were probably only three contested elections in the whole 
period (1621, 1628, 1659), and for the first hundred years the recorder was almost 
invariably returned as a member.” Only 2 of the 32 members were neither aldermen, 
nor lawyers in the employment of the corporation.3 As with the county representatives 
most men sat once only. Between 1547 and 1659, 24 men other than the recorders 
represented the city, 17 of them once, 5 twice and 2 thrice.+ 

According to Henry VII’s charter of 1506 the assembly and the chief officers were 
to be elected annually by the inhabitants. Gradually, however, over the 50 years from 
1514, the corporation was made close, and popular rights of election, despite con- 
siderable opposition, virtually extinguished, the whole of the assembly being recruited 
by co-option. Only the election of mayors was left to the citizens at large, and they 
were limited to a choice between two nominees of the assembly. 

While the government of the city was moving towards oligarchy, Chester’s company 
of Merchant Adventurers was gaining a stronger grip on its economy. In particular the 
late 16th century saw bitter disputes about two of the most prosperous of all its trades, 
the export of calfskins and the import of sweet wines. The activities of the Merchant 
Adventurers led to considerable tensions between them and the craft guilds, particu- 
larly the fifth of all the freemen working in the leather crafts, whose business was 
affected by the calfskin patent. After 1590 there was intense conflict even within the 
Adventurers after a small group gained exclusive grants for themselves.® At times, in- 
evitably, disputes about local government and about economic problems overlapped, 
since the oligarchy seeking to close the corporation consisted largely of Merchant Ad- 
venturers and men from a few other guilds. Although such quarrels may have affected 
the choice of M.P.s, the evidence is elusive. 

The nearest possibility of a connexion is in the elections of 1547-55. The recorders 
occupied one seat throughout. The other was held alternately by William Aldersey 
(1547, spring 1553, and 1554) and by Thomas Massey (1552, autumn 1553). The elec- 
tions coincided with major developments in the struggles for political and economic 
control within the city. Between 1552 and 1554 the Exchequer of Chester gave a final 
and decisive ruling that the choice of new common councillors lay with ‘the mayor, 
aldermen, and the residue of the common council’. At precisely the same time the 


2 When in 1597 and 1601 the recorder, Ric. Birkenhead, Ric. Sneyd and Wm. Aldersey. 


was too weak and old to serve, the city sent instead men 
whom it paid to act as special legal counsel. 

3 What follows is based on the corrected lists in the 
files of the Hist. Parl. Trust (1509-1603). No record 
survives of any return for 1545. The Blue Book is accurate 
except for having no names for 1547, 1614, 1621, 1654, 
1656, or 1659, which are provided by articles in 1 Sheaf, 
ii and iii, passim. Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 381-2, gives 
the wrong names for 1555, when recorder Thos. Gerard 
and alderman Wm. Aldersey were chosen, and for 1559, 
when Gerard and Sir Lawr. Smith served. The M.P.s in 
1547 are tentatively identified by the Hist. Parl. Trust as 


4 Wm. Aldersey (1547, 1554, 1555), Peter Warburton 
(1586, 1589, 1597). 

5 The arrangements were complex. T'wo sheriffs were 
chosen annually from the 40 common councillors, and 
vacancies among the 24 aldermen filled from ex-sheriffs. 
The mayor was elected from amongst the aldermen. The 
assembly met as a single body of 80-5 members, each with 
an equal voice, but effective power lay with the mayor 
and ex—mayors. 

6 Morris, Chest., passim; Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 
passim; Johnson, ‘Chest. 1550-1662’, caps. 2, 6, 7. 
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Merchant Adventurers were agitating for a strengthening of their power to control 
both overseas trade and retailing within the city. In 1553, during Mary’s second parlia- 
ment, Aldersey obtained a new charter for the company direct from the Lord Chancel- 
lor. If the assembly was ‘very keen to prevent guilds from applying direct to the 
government for a charter’,” Aldersey’s action would be bitterly resented. Massey, the 
younger son of a Cheshire gentleman, was asked by the assembly during the following 
parliament to raise in the Commons questions about the grant to Aldersey. ‘The latter 
had already been in dispute with the assembly over his expenses as member in 1547, and 
long remained at odds with the city during the 1560s, ultimately provoking the grave 
crisis over the interpretation of the charter in 1572. The alternation of Aldersey and 
Massey as M.P.s suggests a struggle for power which found expression in the parlia- 
mentary elections. But whether the struggle for the nomination was fought out entirely 
within the assembly or by appeal to the citizenry there is no evidence.® 

The city had an uneasy relationship with the palatine Exchequer court, since the 
city’s charter gave its courts an exclusive jurisdiction which the Exchequer challenged. 
Yet Chester had an interest in protecting the Exchequer’s autonomy against the courts 
at Westminster, and the palatinate courts themselves brought business to the city and 
provided posts for the sons of its leaders. ‘Thus John Yerworth, clerk of the Pentice in 
the 1550s,9 on becoming a baron of the Chester Exchequer in 1563, was promptly 
elected M.P. for the city.!° Shortly afterwards a jurisdictional dispute between the 
Exchequer and the city’s Portmote court was settled behind the scenes, by a compro- 
mise, under which the Exchequer no longer used writs of certiorari to convoke cases 
from the Portmote and which was apparently the work of the chamberlain, the earl of 
Leicester. Leicester’s deputy, William Glasiour, mayor 1551-2, sat for Chester in the 
parliaments of 1571 and 1572 and obtained a new charter for the city in 1574, which 
maintained the rights of the Exchequer. Glasiour was still an alderman, and although 
he had initially championed the Exchequer, his election presumably reflected a new 
spirit of compromise. Significantly, when in 1572 a minority within the assembly tried 
to reopen the question of the popular electoral rights re-stated in the new charter, 
Leicester refused to consider their petition.’ The connexion of the city with the 
Exchequer did not end with the resolution of that crisis. At the parliamentary election 
of 1584, the earls of Leicester and Derby both wrote to the city, supporting the candi- 
dature of Peter Warburton, the court’s paid legal adviser. The assembly refused and 
elected instead Thomas Bavand, a former mayor and leading merchant. In 1586, 
however, after being irregularly elected an alderman in 1585 and buying city property, 
Warburton was elected. In 1593 he became vice-chamberlain of Chester and was 
re-elected as M.P.' 

All the M.P.s were already freemen, and most of them already aldermen, but some 
had important interests outside the city. John Bingley, a former merchant, had, before 
his election (1614), transferred his business interests to London. John Savage (1624, 
1625), himself an alderman and son of a man who was three times mayor, was primarily 
a country gentleman and J.P.!3 The Savages were just one of ten gentle families owning 
extensive property in the city and regularly represented in the city assembly, who 
perhaps helped to mediate in the jurisdictional and fiscal disputes which frequently 
simmered between city and county. But the election of Savage, together with those of 


7 Johnson, ‘Chest. 1550-1662’, 46. 11 Johnson, ‘Chest. 1550-1662’, caps. 2 and 4; Heming- 
8 C.F.i.2-15; Cal. Pat. 1553-4, 326; 1554-5, 38; Chest. way, Hist. Chest. ii. 384-5; Morris, Chest. 93-5; Hist. 
R.O., M/L/s/265; Hist. Parl. Trust, biogs. of Aldersey Parl. Trust, biogs. of Yerworth and Glasiour. 


and Massey, and constit. rep. for Chest. 12 Also an official of the Duchy of Lancaster, and after 
9 Equivalent to clerk of the peace. his last term as M.P. Justice of the Common Pleas 1600- 
10 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 21: Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 13 1 Sheaf, ii. passim. 
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Sir Lawrence Smith in 1558 and 1559 and of his grandson in 1640, represents another 
variation from the simple characterization of Chester’s parliamentary history given 
above. Even some of the recorders had interests distinct from those of the city. ‘Thus 
William Gerard (1555-75) was also a member of the Council in the Marches from 
1560, and Vice-Justice of the Great Sessions of Cheshire from 1561, and resigned as 
recorder to become Lord Chancellor of Ireland.‘4 Moreover, fewer than half of the 
M.P.s who served for the city were natives.'5 

Yet the decision whom to elect was normally made within the city. On every known 
occasion when outsiders attempted to influence the choice of candidates, the city 
asserted its independence: the earl of Leicester was resisted in 1584,'° as was the prince 
of Wales’s council in 1621 and again in 1624,'7 and the county gentry were routed when 
they put forward two candidates in 1628.'8 

In 1621, 1628, and the spring of 1640, the city elections were contested, and so 
provide a clearer picture. The 1621 contest arose from two distinct events. The first 
was a conflict within the city between a majority of the assembly and Edward Whitby, 
recorder 1612-38, and his family. Over the previous twenty years, they had brazenly 
engrossed offices (Edward’s father, mayor in 1612, and elder brother Thomas, sheriff 
the same year, serving as clerks of the Pentice, 1602-17) and had been at odds with 
successive mayors. A counter-attack in 1617 led to Thomas Whitby’s dismissal and an 
unsuccessful attempt was made to remove Edward as recorder in 1619, when also the 
assembly overruled the citizens’ choice for mayor, perhaps a Whitby partisan, after a 
bitter contest. There was a major riot in 1620. When the next parliament was sum- 
moned, several outsiders tried to put pressure on the assembly. The prince of Wales’s 
council nominated two candidates, neither connected with the city, Sir Thomas 
Edmondes, a privy councillor and comptroller of the king’s household, and Sir Henry 
Cary. Lord Savage proposed his brother and also supported John Bingley, a former 
city M.P. The assembly’s problems were eased by the election of Cary for Hertford- 
shire, but the mayor and aldermen surprisingly endorsed the candidature not only of 
the recorder, but also of Edmondes. That breach of the charter, Edmondes not being 
a freeman, and of custom gave Whitby his chance for revenge. He dissociated himself 
from the official choice and canvassed for his own candidate, John Ratcliffe, a former 
mayor and long-standing ally of his family. After the mayor, Thomas Gamull, had 
nominated Whitby and Edmondes, Whitby denounced Edmondes as ineligible, and 
nominated Ratcliffe. The latter nomination was loudly acclaimed by the citizenry, and 
the assembly were forced to give way. Nonetheless, they appealed to the House of Com- 
mons, alleging that Whitby had canvassed unenfranchised groups and had addressed 
himself to the ‘mere inhabitants . . . of the basest sort’, labourers, hired workmen, 
and even beggars, besides apprentices and foreigners. ‘The assembly was clearly trying 
to implicate Whitby generally with rabble-rousing, but no attempt was made expressly 
to assert a freeman franchise. In general the election reveals confusion about the 
franchise, considerable hostility to ‘foreign’ intervention, but above all that ‘Chester poli- 
tics were primarily concerned with local issues which divided its ruling élite.’1° The con- 
flict between the Whitbys and the assembly may simply have been a general struggle 
for authority in local affairs, but two other factors should be borne in mind. The 
mayor during the election was Thomas Gamull. His family, involved in the struggle 


14 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. See also Ric. Sneyd, recorder People? 94-5, 198-9. 


1550-4, and Sir Rob. Brerewood, recorder 1639-46. 18. Bo. Harl, IMS.2125, £. 50- 
1s Hist. Parl. Trust, biogs. 19 Gruenfelder, ‘Election of 1621’, 35-44; Hirst, Repr. 
16 Morris, Chest. 191. of People? 94-5, 198-9; Johnson, ‘Chest. 1550-1662’, cap. 


17 Gruenfelder, ‘Election of 1621’, 35-44; Hirst, Repr.of 2; Chest. Libr. MS. 94.3, f. 33. 
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with the Whitbys since 1602, was also a leading one in the group of merchants 
clinging to a monopoly in vital city trades. Whitby may well have opposed their mono- 
polistic practices. Secondly, a suppressed part of the assembly's account of the election 
speaks of Ratcliffe as ‘the chief countenancer of the sect of puritans’. The leading oppo- 
nent of Gamull’s patents, William Edwards, was also a puritan. It is commonly asserted 
that puritanism in Chester was weak, yet several of the city’s M.P.s had strong puritan 
sympathies: Richard Bavand, William Brock, Gilbert and William Gerrard, and John 
Ratcliffe.?° 

Between 1621 and 1627 the disputes in the city lay dormant, and in the elections of 
1624, 1625, and 1626 the nominees of the assembly were returned unopposed. In 1627 
Whitby returned to the offensive by demanding a Privy Council inquiry into the activi- 
ties of Robert Brerewood, the new clerk of the Pentice. After much cross-petitioning 
and several arbitration hearings before commissioners appointed by the Council, 
Brerewood was forced to resign. In the ensuing parliamentary election, Whitby and 
Ratcliffe were challenged by two of Brerewood’s allies, Sir Randal Mainwaring and 
Sir Thomas Smith, Cheshire squires who were also aldermen of the city. Despite 
allegations of undue pressure by the gentry on their tenants, including threats to 
dispossess those who failed to vote for the knights, Whitby and Ratcliffe secured two- 
thirds of the votes and retained the initiative.! 

By the first election of 1640 Whitby was dead, ‘Thomas Gamull, who had defended 
Brerewood in 1627, and his fellow patentees controlled the assembly, and Brerewood 
himself was recorder. In December 1639 the inner circle at Chester met and chose the 
recorder and Sir Thomas Smith as their nominees. In January 1640 the mayor told 
Smith about unsuccessful attempts by the vice-chamberlain, a son of the bishop of 
Chester, and the local gentry to gain the nomination for themselves. In March Smith 
was informed that everything seemed under control, but, in view of ‘the inconstant dis- 
position of the people of this city’, was advised to ensure that his tenants turned out on 
election day. Then, at the last minute, a report that the recorder might raise in Parlia- 
ment the question of the Dee mills, one of the monopolistic concerns of the inner circle 
of merchants, apparently made Gamull decide to stand for election himself. Sir Richard 
Grosvenor and others mediated, gaining satisfactory assurances from Brerewood, and 
Gamull withdrew. The election itself, held at the end of March, saw a minor revolt by 
opponents of the oligarchy, which came to nothing.?? 

At the autumn election Smith was returned with Gamull, and the recorder was 
dropped, perhaps without a struggle, and simply because the assembly’s controlling 
group had come to think him insufficiently committed to their interests. There is little 
likelihood of wider political disagreements. Gamull, Smith, and Brerewood were all 
royalist ultras from the outset of the Civil War. Furthermore, letters sent from West- 
minster by Gamull during 1641 and 1642 suggest that the assembly was obsessed with 
preserving the city’s rights. Gamull continued to defend his group’s patents from 
attacks within the House and advised the mayor on the fiscal burdens that would 
follow from the settlement with the Scots and the movement of troops to Ireland via 
Chester. He also answered questions about the status of apprentices who volunteered 
to join the army going over to Ireland. Not until the summer of 1642 did his letters 
reveal a deepening concern with the breakdown of relations between king and 
Parliament. Hitherto Gamull had seen his role as an M.P. as to uphold the particular 


20 For the first four see Hist. Parl. Trust, biogs.; for Rat- 21 Hirst, Repr. of People? 198; Johnson, ‘Chest. 1550- 
cliffe, see Hirst, Repr. of People? 198; R. C. Richardson, 1662’, cap. 2; B.L. Harl. MS. 2125, f. 59. 
Puritanism in North-West Eng. 133- 22 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1639-40, 168, 341, 538, 564, 590. 
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interests of Chester, while the struggle for power, which he assumed would be resolved, 
went on.?3 

Both Smith and Gamull actively supported Charles I and in 1644 both were disquali- 
fied from taking their seats in the Commons. Chester remained a royalist stronghold 
until January 1646. Subsequently by-elections were held to replace the expelled mem- 
bers. Sir William Brereton had groomed John Bradshaw, a local lawyer working for the 
Committee for Compounding, as his nominee for Chester,24 but in the event the city 
chose William Edwards, the leader of the anti-Gamull group in the 1630s, and one of 
the few aldermen who had fought against the king, and John Ratcliffe, the new recorder 
and son of the M.P. of 1621 and 1628. Their correspondence once again suggests that 
their principal concern was to shield the city from the evils of the war, above all from 
subordination to the county committee of Cheshire.25 

The Instrument of Government reduced Chester’s representation from two to one. 
As a consequence, the recorders’ claim to sit for the city was apparently suspended. In 
1654 the man chosen was Charles Walley, in 1656 Edward Bradshaw. Walley, a pre- 
war alderman, had served throughout the royalist occupation, during which he was 
mayor for three successive years. He was a noted defender of the rights of the assembly 
against the governors imposed by the king and the commissioners of array, and above 
all, a violent opponent of the excise. In 1646 he led the group prepared to surrender the 
city to Sir William Brereton. His role had been sufficiently ambiguous for him to be 
reinstated in 1648 as an alderman.*6 Similarly Edward Bradshaw, a common councillor 
and sheriff before the war, had remained in the city, but not attended the assembly, 
during the siege, and had been elevated to the aldermanic bench in 1646. In 1655 he 
led an attempt to get the Lord Protector to confirm the city’s charter. Both Walley 
and Bradshaw survived a purge in 1659 and showed themselves willing to work with 
the restored Rump Parliament. The assembly as a whole at that time has been described 
as “temperamentally neutralist and inclined to wait upon events’, more committed to 
maintaining the city’s independence than to invoking central government authority to 
achieve religious or political change. Walley and Bradshaw were good representatives 
of that attitude. Yet the cause they maintained would not long survive the Restoration.27 


THE COUN TYGS EP AgnSETOGc=tuss > 


THE Civil Wars and Interregnum left a confusing imp _t on the politics and society 
of Cheshire. For seventy-five years or more, the politica! élite was deeply divided, and 
the electoral history of the period is dominated by conflicts over the great ‘national’ 
issues of the day, the terms ‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’ expressing a profound ideological 
division amongst the gentry. From 1678 to 1701 the Whig party was in the ascendant 
in the county, only ceding the seats to the Tories in a bitterly contested election in 1685, 
and for much of the time it was too powerful even to be challenged. From 1702 to 
1734 the parties were more evenly matched. Cheshire was probably the most regularly 
polled of all counties in these years, at eight out of ten elections. Between 1701 and 
1715 it was one of five counties which ‘came close to changing their representation in 
accordance with the prevailing swing’, and was the only county far from London to do 


73 Ches. R.O., DCC/14 (Cowper MSS.), ff. 61-74; B.L. 
Harl. MS. 2081, f. 93. 

+ BL, Add. MS. 11333, £. 83. 

5 Hist. MSS. Com. 7, 8th Rep. I, Chester Corp. pp. 384-6; 
A. M. Johnson, ‘Politics in Chest. 1640-62’, in Crisis and 
Order in Eng. Towns, ed. P. Clark and P. Slack, 214-18; 
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so.?8 Yet paradoxically the rage of party was declining in intensity after 1701, and from 
1734 something resembling a consensus was once again restored so that there were no 
more contests in the century before the Great Reform Bill. Instead the county was 
content to return men who prided themselves on their independence. 

Although the eras before and after 1734 must be distinguished on one level, there 
were also very important continuities throughout the period as a whole. Only 26 men 
drawn from 13 families represented Cheshire between 1660 and 1832. Eight of the 13 
families had provided county members of parliament before 1640; 10 of them were de- 
scended from men who had served on the commission of the peace under the Tudors.?9 
The closed nature of Cheshire landed society and the importance of ancient lineage 
were thus as important in the 18th century as in the 16th. The government of the 
county was, however, controlled by a much smaller group of families. It was rare before 
1640 for one man to represent the county in successive parliaments; no one served 
more than thrice. Thirteen of the 26 members in the years 1660-1832 served in three 
or more parliaments, some in far more. Robert Cotton served in 8 parliaments between 
1679 and 1701,3° and Davies Davenport in all 8 between 1806 and 1832.31 Charles 
Cholmondeley served in 7 between 1710 and 1756,3? and Sir John Mainwaring (1689- 
1702) and John Crewe of Crewe (1768-1802) sat in 6. Furthermore, that control by 
a handful of great landed families had sufficient momentum to carry it far beyond the 
Great Reform Bill, and only ceased to be the major feature of Cheshire politics after 


1885. 


1660-88 


The most striking point about the thirty years after the Restoration was the bitter 
conflict which developed within the governing élite of Cheshire.33 It culminated at the 
assizes in September 1682 when a Tory grand jury accused 32 leading Whig gentlemen 
of sedition. The origins of the split may, however, go back almost to the Restoration 
itself. A hint of the divisions to come might even be seen in the contrast between the 
elections of 1660 and 1661. The representatives of the county in the Convention 
Parliament, both parliamentarians in the 1640s, were Sir George Booth, an opponent of 
the Commonwealth and Protectorate and a ‘Presbyterian’ politician in 1659-60, and 
Sir Thomas Mainwaring, an active J.P. who had upheld the de facto governments of the 
1650s. In 1661, they were replaced by William Brereton of Brereton and Peter Ven- 
ables, two staunch loyalists who had fought for the king and been sequestered as delin- 
quents. When Charles IT reconstructed the commission of the peace, all four men were 
prominent in it. The active Cheshire bench in the 1660s carefully balanced former 
royalists with former ‘Presbyterians’ and Cromwellian conservatives, but probably 
that had a divisive rather than a healing effect. In Cheshire at least the enforcement of 
the ecclesiastical settlement seemingly created tension: one knot of active justices, led 
by Venables, Sir Peter Leycester, and Lord Cholmondeley, sought a rigorous enforce- 
ment of the Act of Uniformity and the Conventicle Acts, but others, headed by the 


28 Speck, Tory & Whig, 77. 31 First elected at a by-election just before the dissolu- 
29 Sir Fulk Lucy (by-election, 1664), a younger son tion of 1806. 
from a Warwickshire family, had married the heiress of 32 Defeated in 1722. 


the Davenports of Davenport; Sir Roger Mostyn (1702) 33 There is no good study of Restoration Cheshire. For 
was a North Wales landowner with property and kin in some general remarks see C. T. Gatty, Mary Davies and 
Cheshire; the Crewes of Crewe, an ancient Cheshire the Manor of Ebury, 1. passim; for a lucid account of 
family, rose in the 17th century through office and mar- county politics in the 1680s, see G. W. Keeton, Lord 
riage. Chancellor Jeffreys and the Stuart Cause, cap. 7. 

30 Defeated in 1685. 
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Booths and the Mainwarings, wished to ease the full rigours of the Acts, particularly 
for the clergy.3+ On the whole the leading Cheshire factions do not seem to have formed 
close ties with the court through office and patronage, although several men, including 
indeed the Booths, received pensions or cash as rewards for their loyalty during the 
troubles, so that there was no Court and Country polarization. In addition, inextricably 
entangled with the differences over matters of security and religion, there developed 
a private feud between Sir Peter Leycester and Sir Thomas Mainwaring, which origin- 
ated in a slight to his ancestors found by the latter in Leycester’s genealogical writings. 
The paper warfare which followed became a cause célébre among literary circles through- 
out the country, but locally the effects of an increasingly acrimonious debate probably 
heightened the mutual antipathy of the groups of gentry already divided over larger 
issues of county government.35 

At the by-election caused by the death of Peter Venables in 1670 however the divi- 
sions were not yet fully established. Two candidates came forward, Sir Philip Egerton 
of Oulton and Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal. Both were already hard-line 
Anglicans, and both were later to be Tories.3¢ But ‘they not agreeing which should 
stand, went to poll, which continued till Wednesday, when Sir Philip desisted . . .”.37 
If a ‘Presbyterian’ or tolerationist faction did exist at the time, it either felt disinclined, 
or was unable, to present a candidate. Even in 1678, at the election to the first Exclu- 
sion Parliament, the divisions were not fierce enough to produce an open trial of strength. 
The leading gentlemen met in conclave and came to an arrangement whereby the 
representation should be shared by two men of widely differing views :38 Philip Egerton 
was to vote against the Exclusion Bill, while Henry Booth, son of Sir George, now Lord 
Delamere, was already a committed supporter of Shaftesbury and was soon to make his 
mark as a radical Exclusionist.39 Indeed, in a speech on the Exclusion Bill, he came 
nearer than almost anyone else to rejecting a hereditary monarchy.‘ 

Nothing is known about the elections to the second Exclusion Parliament except that 
the anti-Exclusionist Egerton was replaced by an active Whig, Robert Cotton.4! In 
1681 the county community was totally split and the first full-scale contest between 
Tory and Whig took place. Sir Robert Leycester and Sir Philip Egerton took Booth and 
Cotton to a poll. Initially both sides were confident of success, Lord Cholmondeley, 
for one, being informed by his bailiff that the Tories could expect victory. Cholmonde- 
ley’s disdain for Booth and Cotton and his alarm at their principles were powerfully 
expressed in his letters, and the contest greatly exacerbated the divisions within the 
county. Cotton and Booth had already prudently closeted themselves with the sheriff 
to work out an election strategy, but Cotton also canvassed Cholmondeley’s tenants 
to deflect them from following their lord’s direction, ‘a thing so treacherous & base 
that [Cholmondeley] did not think he had so little of a Gentleman in him’.?? Henry 
Booth claimed that the Whig victory was overwhelming, by 4 to 1, and that most of 


3# A. Martindale, Autobiography (Chetham Soc. [rst 
ser.], iv.), passim; H. Newcome, Autobiography (Chetham 
Soc. [1st ser.] xxvi), passim; W. Urwick, Hist. Sketches of 
Nonconf. in Ches., passim; D. Lacey, Dissent and Parl. 
Politics in Engl., app. 
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Legitimacy of Amicia (Chetham Soc. [rst ser.] Ixxviii- 
Ixxx), passim. 

3° For both, see Hist. Parl. Trust, biogs. For Egerton, 
see also 7.C.A.S. i. pt. 2, 94-106; for Cholmondeley, see 
also Evelyn Lady Newton, Leghs of Lyme and Lyme 
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37 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1670, 30. 

38 Ches. R.O., DDX/384/2, unfol. 
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4° Works of Hen. Booth, earl of Warrington (1694), 
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Policy, and Politics in Reign of Wm. IIT, 344. 
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the Tory voters were papists.43 Cholmondeley however dismissed it as ‘the giddy zeals 
of a fanatical bruits’.44 Booth himself published a fighting election address which clearly 
demonstrated that one group of Whigs at least were still using the language and con- 
ceptual framework of those who had advocated a mixed monarchy in and after 1641.45 

Although they had lost the election, the Cheshire Tories were determined to counter- 
attack. ‘The Whig address presented to the Commons calling for Exclusion was met with 
another, ingeniously asking both for the further investigation of the Popish Plot and 
for the execution of the ‘wholesome laws’ enacted against Dissenters, who, the Tories 
stressed, had perpetrated ‘the barbarous murder of the best of kings’. They also called 
for a ‘cheerful’ grant of supply, which the Whigs were known to want to withhold until 
the Exclusion Bill had been passed. The Tory petition was signed by 38 men of standing, 
including several leading J.P.s, and, significantly, eight clergymen. In the petition, as 
in most of their declarations and private letters in the 1680s, the Cheshire ‘Tories were 
Anglican loyalists first, and defenders of the Crown second. But it was all to no avail. 
The Whig leadership in the Commons avoided formal acceptance of the address on 
a technicality.46 

The Cheshire Whigs, headed by the Booths and by Charles Gerard, newly created 
earl of Macclesfield,47 had been ruthless in their pursuit of their political objectives. 
‘They were to reap the whirlwind they had sown. The occasion was to be the visit to 
Cheshire of the duke of Monmouth. Attempting to maintain a momentum of popular 
support which might yet carry him to the throne, the duke made a progress through 
the north midland counties in September 1682, and was attended and royally enter- 
tained by most of the Cheshire Whigs, while large crowds lined the roads and shouted 
his praises ‘in such volley as wanted nothing but a Vive le Roi to completea Rebellion’.48 

The Whigs had gone too far and given the Government the opportunity to act with- 
out alienating moderate support. The commission of the peace was purged, and the 
Booths and Mainwarings displaced for the first time for generations.+? At the same time 
a grand jury at the assizes, with the leading Tory Sir Thomas Grosvenor as foreman, 
presented 32 leading Whig gentlemen for promoting sedition. The presentment linked 
the Whigs’ address of 1681 which ‘tended to alter the succession of the Crown, with 
other dangerous and seditious purports’, with their use of ‘an instigated rabble, in a 
broad mixture of various secretaries’ to welcome Monmouth, ‘a prime confederate in 
the late treasonable conspiracy’, and their ‘connivance and indulgence’ of dissenters of 
all kinds, ‘the ready road to rebellion, popery and arbitrary power’.5° Sir George Jettreys, 
chief justice of Chester 1680-3, did not pursue the presentment to the uttermost; but 
the 32 were made to give recognizances and to plead before him. The presentment was 
also published to secure a greater effect. The earl of Macclesfield indignantly, but 
unsuccessfully, brought an action of scandalum magnatum against the grand jury. At 
the same time, the deputy lieutenants were ordered to search the houses of all the 
leading Whigs for arms.5! Yet the Tories did not sweep all before them. Sir ‘Thomas 
Grosvenor’s forcing the city of Chester to surrender its charter in order that the king 


43 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1680-1, 198, Booth to Ld. Conway, 
5 March 1681: Booth and Cotton, c. 1,200 votes; Sir Rob. 
Leycester 340, Egerton 280. 

44 Ches. R.O., DCH/K/3/4, unfol. 

45 Works of Hen. Booth, passim; J. R. Jones, The First 
Whigs, 173. 

46 E. Lipson, ‘Elections to Exclusion Parl.’, E#.H.R. 
xxviii. 68, 85; D. George, ‘Elections and Electioneering, 
1679-81’, E.H.R. xlv. 574.n., 576 n.; Jones, First Whigs, 
172-3; 7.C.A.S. [1st ser.] i. pt. 2, 105-6. 
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might remodel it, and the jurisdictional heavy-handedness of Jeffreys in setting aside 
local courts and attempting, unsuccessfully, to take control of the judicial inquiry into 
the riots that followed Monmouth’s visit, both alarmed local sentiment, and gave the 
Whigs some leeway.5? When James II came to the throne and issued writs for a new 
parliament, political society in Cheshire was more completely split and more evenly 
balanced than ever before. The election was bound to be bitter. The Tories put up the 
two men who had previously served in their interest, Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale 
Royal and Philip Egerton of Oulton, both of whom had been involved in harrying the 
Whigs and searching their houses for arms. Since Henry Booth had now succeeded 
to his father’s title, his place as Whig candidate alongside Sir Robert Cotton was taken 
by John Mainwaring, son of Sir Thomas. Both candidates had been among the 32 pre- 
sented by the grand jury. The Tories seemed well organized. A year before Charles’s 
death they had met and drawn up a resolution ‘to assist each other and stand the charge 
of a Poll against all opposers’. An impressive list of gentry in every hundred either 
committed the support of themselves and their tenants, or were listed as ‘hopeful’. 
When the election came, however, much of their support was wavering. One man noted 
on the agreement: ‘this hopeful list was taken a year ago; but it is suspected many of 
them will fail’. How far national issues were raised is not known, but the election itself, 
spread over six days, proved bitter and violent. A 'Tory account described extensive 
rioting by dissenting mobs who broke windows and cried ‘down with the parsons’, 
‘down with the bishops’. One leading gentleman was knocked down in the street. 'The 
militia was called out but kept discreetly out of sight and ‘without influencing any awe 
upon the election’.53 The Whig, Thomas Mainwaring, in contrast, emphasized dis- 
criminatory practices by the sheriff, who closed the poll early after many Whig voters 
had gone home for the weekend expecting to vote on the following Monday. Main- 
waring agreed that there were scuffles and some window-breakings, and that the militia 
was kept out of sight, but did not say to which faction the rioters belonged.5+ Which- 
ever account was correct, the outcome was clear, a Tory majority of 300 in a poll of 
about 4,000.55 

It was to be the last Tory victory until 1702. The six intervening elections were all 
won by the Whigs, mostly without a contest. Mainwaring and Cotton, who sat continu- 
ously from 1689 to 1702, had revenge for their defeat in 1685. ‘The triumphant ‘Tories 
of 1685 were divided and ruined by the policies of James II. They had defended his 
right to the Crown only to find themselves betrayed by his actions as king. In 1688 
they split asunder; many, refusing to acknowledge the Revolution, became Jacobite in 
sympathy, or at least non-jurors, distancing themselves from local office and influence. 
Initially only a minority were willing to accept the Revolution de facto and to take 
William’s early offer to work with a bipartisan bench of magistrates. The Whigs seized 
the county machinery and its electoral patronage. The Cheshire Whigs led by Delamere, 
created earl of Warrington in 1689, and Macclesfield had been early conspirators 
against James in 1688, and led the most vigorous and open wing of the Northern Rising 
which accompanied William’s landings. They remained confident and united, and 
could expect to be honoured by the new régime. 

What made the plight of the Tories in 1688 worse was their indecision. Alienated 
by James’s actions,5° but impaled on the principle of passive obedience, they remained 


52 Keeton, Jeffreys, 162-8. 55 Cholmondeley: 2,099; Egerton: 1,966; Mainwaring: 
53 Ches. R.O., DCH/K/3/6, unfol. letter of 3 March 1,682; Cotton: 1,552. 
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fatally inactive. The earl of Derby, for example, was privy to the invasion plan long 
before November, but could not bring himself either to denounce or to support it. 
During the Northern Rising he simply dithered. Thus the Tories neither retained the 
respect of the new government nor could plausibly claim to have remained unsullied 
by events.57 They had compromised themselves. In the ensuing elections they had 
nothing to offer. In 1690 the best they could do was to attack the Whigs for voting for 
changes in the land tax assessments detrimental to the county’s interests.5* Meanwhile 
their leaders were subjected to vigorous searches for arms by the new Whig deputy 
lieutenants, a harassment which continued for some years.5° 


1689-1734 


Most gentlemen and many freeholders in Cheshire were deeply committed to one 
or other of the Whig or Tory ideologies during these years. ‘The cleavages on matters 
of principle, indeed, were more clear-cut in Cheshire than elsewhere: in terms of elec- 
toral practice however the situation was more confused. 

The Cheshire Whigs were a party rooted in a constitutional tradition and with clearly 
defined political goals; the Cheshire Tories were a party of the Church. The letters 
and writings of the two sides bear this out clearly. Men like the earls of Warrington and 
Macclesfield, Sir Thomas Mainwaring, and Sir Willoughby Aston were aggressively 
Whiggish in matters of the constitution, and defensive or evasive over religion,°° while . 
the Leghs of Lyme, the Grosvenors, the Shakerleys, the Warburtons, and the Chol- 
mondeleys of Vale Royal were obsessed with the danger to the Church of England, 
and amazingly inarticulate when writing on politics.®! 

The leading Cheshire Whigs were radical in their views. Booth and Cotton had 
developed theories of mixed and contractual monarchy during the Exclusion crisis. 
Yet even then the Tories had not answered their published arguments. In the counter- 
address to Parliament in 1681, in the assize presentment of 1682, and in the election of 
1685 the Cheshire Tories had emphasized the hazards of a divided church and the 
growth of dissenting congregations as the crucial issues. The correspondence of the 
Leghs of Lyme in the 1670s, too, rarely mentioned the political issues of the day, but 
demonstrated vigilant concern and alarm over the Crown’s ecclesiastical policies. Sir 
Richard Legh wrote of ‘devil presbyterians’ and spoke of the hands of dissenting 
ministers ‘stinking with the guilt of the blood’ of King Charles I.° 

The events of 1688-9 certainly shattered the unity of both parties. The Tories in 
particular were so hopelessly divided that not until the 1720s did they work together 
in local government or at parliamentary elections. Three groups can be distinguished. 
The marriage of Sir Charles Bunbury to the sister of Sir Thomas Hanmer brought one 
group into the orbit of the Hanoverian—Tory leader, the earl of Nottingham. A second 
group, headed by Sir George Warburton, liked neither the Stuarts nor the Revolution. 
Sir George himself refused all oaths of allegiance until after the death of James IT, and 
noisily opposed the cost and bureaucracy of war during his time in parliament (1702-5, 
1710-15), but never toyed with Jacobitism. A third group, headed by the Grosvenors 
and the Leghs of Lyme, held a far more ambivalent position, distancing themselves from 
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local government yet deploring the activities of those in the commission of the peace. 
They drank toasts to the ‘king over the water’ but dissociated themselves from all plots 
to bring him back.®3 The Whigs however were also divided, with a small group led 
by Lord Cholmondeley and the Cottons, which looked to the Court, becoming increas- 
ingly isolated from the mainstream of Cheshire Whiggery, led by the Booths. The 
Cholmondeleys and their allies stood for the defence of the new régime against the 
threat of popery and arbitrary rule posed by James and Louis XIV, even if that meant 
unpleasant increases in the powers of the executive and the scale of taxation. The Booths 
came to believe that the Revolution had been betrayed by the Junto and that the people 
were being delivered into a new bondage. Those internal divisions help to explain 
why, in most of the eight contested elections between 1701 and 1734,°5 renegade groups 
of Whigs and Tories could be found canvassing and voting for candidates of the opposing 
ideology. 

Nonetheless party principle remained a primary feature of the county’s political life 
throughout the period.®* The social relationships and daily correspondence of the 
gentry were saturated with a conventional wisdom drawn from party traditions. There 
was no talk of neutrality, only of traitors, converts, or allies across the frontiers of the 
two-party system. ‘The Whigs saw Tories as either incipient rebels or, at best, as men 
who had merely acquiesced in the Revolution.°7 The Tories wrote of all Whigs as 
pseudo-Republicans and crypto-Presbyterians.°8 In part the longevity of party align- 
ments is to be explained by the depths of the antagonisms of the earlier period. When 
Sir Robert Cotton voted against the Junto in 1695 he retained the support of Whigs 
like Sir John Crewe who said that they had suffered with him in 1683 and would not 
part company with him now.®? In part the Tories, though in disarray in the 1690s, 
remained bound together, unlike the Whigs, because of the implacable hostility of the 
earl of Warrington. In addresses to the grand juries in the 1690s, he propounded the 
doctrine of contractual kingship, gloried in the actual resistance which had overthrown 
James II, and accused the Cheshire Tories of Jacobite associations and of religious 
hypocrisy.7° His Tract The Interest of Whig and Tory (1694) was directed against the 
Junto, but his ‘Country’ ideals were combined with other statements precluding a 
coalition with ‘Country’ Toryism like those forming elsewhere.7! 

The Tories were divided in their attitudes to the Revolution, and later by their views 
on the Hanoverian succession, but retained a genuine commitment to the Church of 
England.7* In the 1690s they invariably called themselves the ‘Church Party’; their 
greatest electoral victory, in 1710, was unashamedly gained on a ‘church in danger’ 
platform; in 1715 many Tories refused to support a compromise whereby the parties 
were to share the representation because any Tory who joined ‘with a person of known 
disaffection to the Church and clergy, had likewise deserted his old principles’.73 Above 
all the clergy were united. Cheshire was one of only four counties where the clergy 
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were overwhelmingly Tory in 1710,74 and a similar solidarity has been demonstrated 
for the elections of 1715, 1722, and 1727, when the Tory squires were far from united.75 
The intrusion of dissenting justices in the 1690s, the activities of the Whig Bishop 
Peploe, whom many saw as heretical, and the fact that there were few popish recusant 
gentry amongst the Cheshire Tories, all contributed to that strong clerical Toryism.7° 
Furthermore the exceptionally large proportion of electors who were dissenters, 
perhaps as high as a quarter,?7 mostly regular Whig voters, would sharpen the Tories’ 
self-image as the party of the Church. 

However great the differences within each party, then, the vocabulary and assump- 
tions of Cheshire politics were grounded upon a Whig-Tory dichotomy. Yet it must be 
emphasized that the only contested election in the period 1689-1734 in which the two 
parties clashed clearly and straightforwardly was that of 1705. In each of the other 
seven contests there were organized Whig groups supporting Tory candidates and 
organized Tory groups supporting Whigs. Three major reasons for this can be sug- 
gested. 

First, there was a struggle amongst the Whig magnates for control of county govern- 
ment and in particular there was the Janus-like role of the earl of Cholmondeley, whose 
public pronouncements were those of an orthodox Whig and whose voting record at 
Westminster was impeccably partisan,78 but who just as consistently supported ‘Tory 
candidates in Cheshire elections.7? The Whig interest was tied, by prescription and 
‘County preference’, to the moral and political leadership of the Booths, and to gain a 
dominant position in county politics the Cholmondeleys found it expedient to offer 
their services to the demoralized Cheshire Tories. Their aid was insufficient to unseat 
the Whig members in 1701, but was probably decisive in 1702 and 1710. The 1705 
result, the only Cheshire contest in Anne’s reign to go against the national trend,®° 
followed Cholmondeley’s withdrawal of support from the Tories, after a stern warning 
from Godolphin that the earl’s position at Court would become unsafe if he persisted.* 

Secondly, Court and Country issues temporarily cut across deeper alignments. As 
the 1690s progressed both the Whig members, Sir John Mainwaring and Sir ‘Thomas 
Cotton, drifted into dependency upon the Junto ministers and began to accumulate 
offices and pensions. Sir Thomas Cotton, for example, pursued a ‘Country’ Whig line 
against executive encroachments in the early 1690s, but became more complaisant 
after his appointment as lord lieutenant of Denbighshire. Sir John Mainwaring accepted 
a place in William III’s Household and then supported the Junto against ‘Country’ 
Whig and Tory attacks, even voting to maintain a standing army. He also supported 
Sir Thomas Grosvenor’s election at Chester in 1695 since the Junto found him pre- 
ferable to Sir William Williams, the w/tra ‘Country’ Whig.*? The campaign to unseat 
those two in 1701 and 1702 was unashamedly a ‘Country’ one and made many Whigs 
swallow their principles for a day and support two ‘Country’ Eoriess’3 

Thirdly, and most decisively, issues of essentially local significance could transcend 
party allegiance. The most important, concerning the river Weaver navigation, divided 
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the county from 1699, and most notably in the election of 1715. The issue was complex. 
On the one hand, if the Weaver was made navigable as far upstream as Northwich the 
nascent rock-salt industry would become economically viable, to the benefit of many 
leading gentry and prospective employees. ‘The consequences for the owners of the 
brine wells, and for the 3,000 Cheshire families whose livelihoods depended upon the 
carriage of coal to the salt-pans and of the refined salt to Liverpool, would, however, 
be dire.8+ In 1715, despite the intensity of party conflict throughout England, the 
Weaver Navigation Bill dominated the Cheshire election.*5 Groups of Tory and Whig 
magnates who favoured the navigation met at Northwich and agreed on a ‘compromise’ 
whereby each party should put forward one man committed to the Bill.®¢ Their candi- 
dates were the hard-line Whig, Langham Booth, and the anti-Hanoverian Tory Sir 
George Warburton. The anti-navigationists put up one candidate, the Hanoverian 
Tory Charles Cholmondeley. The poll-book*7 reveals the extent to which individuals 
were compelled to make personal choices between conflicting interests. Most of the 
Whigs, including many hard-liners, supported the two ‘compromise’ candidates, but 
a minority, led by the earl of Cholmondeley, supported the anti-navigationist ‘Tory. 
The Tories were more deeply divided. The quasi-Jacobites and the real backwoods- 
men, such as the Grosvenors and the Leghs, would have nothing to do with the 
‘compromise’ and put party principle above economic self-interest. The Hanoverian 
Tories were divided according to their views on the navigation.** One group, led by the 
earl of Barrymore and Sir Peter Shakerley, although opposed to the navigation, 
supported the ‘compromise’ because they believed the alternative to be that the Whigs 
would put up two candidates and win both seats.89 The group who adhered most 
faithfully to their principles, however, were the clergy, who rejected the ‘compromise’ 
by 49-12. In contrast 11 of the 26 J.P.s identifiable as Tories voted for both Warburton 
and Booth.9° At the close of the poll therefore the county was confronted by the ironical 
spectacle of a radical Whig and a ‘reactionary’ ‘Tory in harness, supported by the 
‘Country’ Whigs and a cross-section of the Tories, defeating a moderate ‘Tory backed 
by the backwoods squires and the Courtier Whig earl of Cholmondeley. In such 
circumstances the Whig—Tory dichotomy can be seen as a necessary, but hardly as 
a sufficient, dimension in the electoral history of the period. 

In 1722 the Weaver Navigation was still a major issue,%! and the original line-up of 
candidates suggests that it was expected to dominate the election: Booth and Warbur- 
ton were confronted by Charles Cholmondeley again, this time running with John 
Offley Crewe, former Whig member for Newcastle-under-Lyme (1703-5) and for 
Cheshire (1705-10). It has been suggested that Crewe had become a Tory since 1715, 
but no evidence of his conversion has been presented.°? He is more likely to have been 
chosen to balance the ticket as an ‘independent’ Whig opposed to the navigation. ‘The 
fact that the Whig earl of Cholmondeley agreed with the Grosvenors to support their 


84 E. Hughes, Studies in Admin. and Finance, 226-36, 
253-64; T. S. Willan, Navigation of the River Weaver 
(Chetham. Soc. 3rd ser. iii), 1-21; S. Lambert, Bulls and 
Acts, 153-67; additional information from B.L. Add. MS. 
36914 (Aston of Aston MSS.); Jn. Rylands Libr., Legh 
of Lyme MSS. and Warburton of Arley MSS.; Ches. 
R.O., DCH/K (Cholmondeley MSS.), all unfol. 

85 The following draws much material from Baskerville, 
‘Tory Interest’, 36-8, 47-54, 60-4, 114-18, but differs 
radically in its interpretation. 

86 Tbid. 47-54; Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of 
4th Bt., unfol. letters; Jn. Rylands Libr., Legh of Lyme 
MSS., unfol. letters; Ches. R.O., DCH/X/5, unsorted 
correspondence. 


87 Ches. R.O., QDV/1/1-7. 

88 Their attitudes can be discovered from the following: 
Baskerville, ‘Tory Interest’, 47-54, 114-18; Hughes, 
Studies in Admin., 226-35, 264; Willan, Weaver, 1-21; 
Ches. R.O., DCH/X/5; Jn. Rylands Libr., Legh of Lyme 
MSS., T. Patten to Peter Legh, 3 March 1711. 

89 Baskerville, ‘Tory Interest’, 48-54. 

°° Calculated from ibid., app. A and B. 

91 For the continuing debate see the works listed in n. 84 
above; also numerous letters in Jn. Rylands Libr., Legh 
of Lyme MSS., and B.L. Add. MS. 36914. 

92 Hist. Parl., Commons, 1715-54, i. 593-4; Baskerville, 
“Tory Interest’, 126-8, 166. 
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campaign in Chester in exchange for their support for Crewe suggests that many Tories 
were unhappy with the latter’s candidature.°3 Subsequently Warburton withdrew from 
the contest, leaving Booth to fend for himself ‘in great straits’, suggesting that many 
Tory navigationists would find it difficult to support a single Whig candidate.°* ‘The 
navigation again divided the parties. A limited study of the poll books for gentry 
voting shows more than a quarter of the Tory J.P.s, most of them known supporters of 
the navigation, plumping for Booth.% 

Those two elections were to prove a watershed. Men of the two parties had overcome 
ancient prejudices and were working more closely together than had seemed possible; 
the generation revered as the leaders of Whiggery in the 1680s had died out; a twenty- 
year stranglehold on local patronage by the Cholmondeleys had given them the control 
of local government so long denied them by the moral leadership of the old guard. By 
1727 a restructuring of politics is evident. At first sight, the election in that year appears 
to be a Whig—Tory confrontation, with the Cholmondeleys and the Booths working 
together for the first time since 1688 for the election of Sir Robert Cotton, a client of 
Walpole, against the combination of Charles Cholmondeley and John Offley Crewe. It 
is more convincing, however, to see the election as the first of a new pattern in which 
Court and ‘Country’ divisions prevailed. Crewe was not a real ‘Tory, but rather an 
Independent set on opposing any further extension of executive power. Equally, Booth’s 
support for Cotton may have had less to do with the latter’s Whiggery than the former’s 
hopes, after attaching himself some years earlier to the interest of the prince of Wales, 
now George II, of advancement at court.°° 

The pattern is clearer in 1734.97 Cotton had topped the poll in 1727,°* but at the 
next election he found his support for Walpole’s excise bill a serious electoral liability.9°° 
He was opposed once more by the veteran Charles Cholmondeley and by John Crewe, 
son of the man defeated in 1722 and 1727. Party rhetoric was reserved for public 
meetings. The correspondence suggests that the issues cut across the old alignments.' 
Many gentry from secure Tory backgrounds supported Cotton, the government can- 
didate, for the sake of security and peace. Yet even more Whigs, outraged by the excise 
bill, voted for the Cholmondeley—Crewe interest, most notably the Booths, once again 
in self-imposed exile from the court. Cruder pressures were also at work, with Cotton’s 
connexions with the government being exploited to barter jobs in the excise office or 
as inspectors of pedlars, and even ecclesiastical preferments in exchange for votes.’ 
Cotton was even successfully advised to secure the interests of the Adlington tenants by 
pandering to Sir Thomas Legh’s dislike of his own son and to Lady Legh’s craving 
for ‘some wonderful curiosity . . . to add to her heap of wonders. A rusty nail or a 
Pebble may do the business, if you can but tack a suitable pedigree from the ‘Temple 
of Jerusalem or St. Stephen the Martyr.’s It was all in vain. Cholmondeley topped 
the poll, just ahead of Crewe, while Cotton trailed the latter by 700 votes. During 
the campaign Cotton had attempted to make an alliance with Crewe, appealing to the 
latter’s Whig prejudices against the ‘Jacobite’ menace, and formal consultations had 


93 Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of 4th Bt., L. 
Cholmondeley to Sir Ric. G., 12 Dec. 1721. Grosvenor, 
who opposed the navigation, would hardly have needed 
inducements to back Crewe if the latter had been a Tory. 

04 Cited in Baskerville, ‘Tory Interest’, 128. 

93 Calculated from ibid., app. A. and B. 

96 Tbid., cap. 4. 

97 [bid. 182, where Dr Baskerville argues that a coalition 
of Country Whig and Tory elements grew up in most 
parts of the north-west in the 1730s. 

98 Hist. Parl., Commons, 1715-54, 202; Ches. R.O., 


P/4/19/2 (Lower Peover parish rec.), poll book. 
99 P, Langford, Excise Crisis, passim, esp. 121-3, for 
reactions in the north midland counties. 

1 See particularly the 40 letters relating to the campaign 
in Chester R.O., CR 72/6, bdle. marked ‘from box 37’. 

2 Tbid., e.g. G. Coope to C[otton], 17 Feb. 1734; P. 
Davenport to C., 20 Feb. 1734; J. Mainwaring to C., 
2 Mar. 1734. 

3 Ibid. P. Davenport to C., 4 Mar. 1734. 

4 Hist. Parl., Commons, 1715-54, 202: Cholmondeley: 
3,817; Crewe: 3,710; Cotton: 3,005. 
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taken place, but in the event Crewe’s ‘Country’ ties to Cholmondeley had proved the 
stronger bond.5 

That was to prove the last contested election for almost a hundred years. The fusion 
of ‘Country Tory’ and ‘Country Whig’ interests between 1722 and 1734 prepared the 
way for a century of ‘independent’ back-bench members. The strength of that alliance 
and the near-bankruptcy of the earls of Cholmondeley, the one family capable of 
challenging their hegemony, inhibited further strife.6 The country squires reverted to 
the selection of candidates by agreement. There was one other reason. The detailed 
correspondence kept by Sir Robert Cotton during the 1734 campaign, far from con- 
firming the idea of a ‘tamed and eroded’ electorate in the early 18th century, suggests 
a high degree of volatility and independence amongst the freeholders. Some landlords, 
like Sir ‘Thomas Aston, could still haughtily ‘forbid [his tenants] to promise their votes 
till they heard further from him’,7 and often the procurement of a letter of recommenda- 
tion was seen as a guarantee of success. Cotton’s agents also expressed conventional 
views about what was needed to keep voters in order: ‘Free ale is the primum mobile of 
the vulgar’ wrote one,® while another expressed regret that so many landowners now 
expected the candidates to treat their tenants, and neglected to do so themselves.? 
Much more frequent, however, is the evidence of elation or dejection at the principled 
resistance of tenants to their landlords’ pressure. Thus Cotton clearly expected many 
dissenters to defy ‘Tory landlords.1° In many townships freeholders met independently 
to discuss the issues, and in some the support of two or three prominent freeholders was 
expected to bring the rest into line, whatever the landlord decreed.!! The canvass 
returns from the north Cheshire townships around Lyme and from Wirral suggest a 
movement of support during the campaign not accounted for by changes in gentry 
opinion, !2 

‘The 1734 election was unusually tense, following the excise crisis. The Cotton 
letters speak of riots at Nantwich, Macclesfield, Congleton, Stockport, and Knutsford 
between opposing crowds shouting the names of the candidates and traditional party 
slogans, such as ‘no Jacobites’, ‘down with the Presbyterian justices’.!3 At Macclesfield 
several people were injured in clashes, and the anti-Court candidates sued Cotton’s 
agent Peter Davenport, mainly as propaganda; the writ was later dropped and redress 
given by the arbitration of gentlemen from the two sides. In Nantwich, Crewe’s 
supporters staged an impromptu football match outside the inn where three Whig 
J.P.s were holding their monthly meeting, but it subsequently got out of hand and 
a riot developed.'4 

There is no evidence of similar demonstrations at most other elections, although 
‘Tory-Anglican mobs were reported to have rampaged during the ‘Church in Danger’ 
elections of 1705 and 1710.'5 But the strength of freeholders’ feeling and the unpredic- 
tability of the electorate may have been more usual features. In 1705 the poll books 
show that voters in more than half the Cheshire townships voted solidly for one party 
or the other, but in 1710 one-fifth of Lord Bulkeley’s tenants supported neither of his 


* Chester R.O., CR 72/6, P. Davenport to C., 4 Mar. 1734; G. Duchenfield to C., 16 Mar. 1734. 


1734; C. Legh to C., 27 Mar. 1734; 'T. Eyre to C., 27 Mar. 
1734. G, Mainwaring to C., 25 Feb. 1734, speaks of an 
alliance between ‘the tories and Mr Crewe’, implying that 
Crewe was not one himself. 

® Baskerville, “I'ory Interest’, 279 sqq. 

7 Chester R.O., CR 72/6, P. Wenson to C., 18 Feb. 
1734. 

* Ibid. W. Maisterson to C., 14 Jan. 1734. 

® Ibid. P. Davenport to C., 25 Feb. 1734. 

'© Ibid. e.g., M. Finney to C., 23 Oct. 1733; J. Main- 
waring to C., 6 Mar. 1734; H. Cotton to his bro., 11 Mar. 


Ibid. G. Legh to C., 11 Feb. 1734; J. Mainwaring to 
C., 15 Feb., 16 Mar. 1734. 

% Ibid. W. Maisterson to C., 14 Jan., 25 Feb. I7345 Re 
Leicester to C., 18 Feb. 1734; G. Legh to C., 27 Feb. 
1734; H. Cotton to C., 4 Mar. 1734; P. Davenport to C., 
4 Mar. 1734, etc. 

‘3 Ibid. P. Davenport to C., 16 Feb., 25 Feb., 4 Mar. 
1734. 

™ Tbid. W. Maisterson to C., 14 Jan. 1734. 

5 G. Holmes, Trial of Dr. Sacheverell, 235, 243. 


124 


PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATION 1660-1832 


candidates.'© A copy of the 1727 poll book which lists the votes township by township 
shows a similar pattern.!7 In more than half of 100 larger townships, two-thirds of the 
electors voted in the same way. In those where an ancient manor was still owned by 
a single family, the proportion would appear to be even higher. Yet in not one of those 
townships did every single elector vote in the same way. Some came very close to it. 
In the Cholmondeley of Cholmondeley manor of Bickley, 31 men plumped for Cotton, 
and 1 for Cotton and Crewe; in the Stanley manors of Alderley, Nether Alderley, and 
Over Alderley, 10 out of 11, 19 out of 20, and 18 out of 22 respectively plumped for 
Cotton, but in each case, one or two voted for the other candidates. At Adlington 60 
out of 62 voters followed their landlord and voted for Cotton. One conjoined Cotton 
and Cholmondeley, and one voted for Cholmondeley and Crewe. Yet, as in 1705, it 
should be emphasized that while in more than half of the townships most electors 
voted together, in nearly half of them there was a major division of opinion. Although 
no poll book for 1734 has been found, Cotton’s defeat may be plausibly ascribed to 
a revolt of the freeholders. Yet it is clear that such freedom as they possessed could be 
realized only if there was a prior division amongst the gentry. 


1734-1830 


In the 96 years covered by this section, five families divided the county representa- 
tion between them.'8 Of the ten members who served in that period four sat on until 
their deaths, and all the others sat for between 12 and 34 years. Throughout the decades 
after 1734, therefore, Cheshire politics was kept firmly in the grip of the county ¢lite, 
and no ‘out-of-doors’ political movements disturbed their hold. In the early 1780s the 
duke of Portland reported to Lord Rockingham that a county Association, for parlia- 
mentary reform, was planned, but he was not confident of its coming to fruition since 
the Cheshire Whigs had ‘forgot the substance though they are very attentive to the 
shadows of their principles’.!° John Crewe introduced a bill to disqualify revenue officers 
from sitting in the Commons in 1782, but by 1784 the embryonic Cheshire Association 
had disbanded.?° 

Three times in the period the county came close to a poll. In 1796 Sir Robert Cotton 
announced very late in the day his decision to retire from parliament, and both Lord 
Grey, son of the earl of Stamford,?? and Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal began to 
canvass for his seat. Grey eventually withdrew. The decisive factor may well have been 
the support Cholmondeley received from the Grosvenors, occasioned less by common 
Pittite sympathies than by the Grosvenors’ fear that Cholmondeley had an eye on one 
of the Chester seats, both of which they intended to take for themselves.”? In 1812 
Cholmondeley himself was challenged by a group distinctly Whiggish in outlook, 
headed by the earl of Stamford, Lord Crewe, and Sir John Stanley of Alderley. ‘They 
proposed Stanley in his place, but their campaign concentrated not on Cholmondeley’s 
support for the Tory administration but on his marked inattentiveness to his parlia- 
mentary duties and infrequent attendance at the House. The outcome bears all the 
signs of a compromise. Both men stepped down to be replaced by Wilbraham Egerton 
of Tatton, son of a former Pittite M.P., who proved a general but not invariable sup- 
porter of the Liverpool administration. The Whigs could rely on his fellow member, 


16 Speck, Tory & Whig, 26, 45. 19 Quoted in E. Black, The Association, 47. 
17 'Two copies exist of the poll book, Ches. R.O., Egerton 20 Cannon, Parl. Reform, 77, 82 n. 
of Oulton MSS., unlisted, and Ches. R.O., P/4/19/2. 21 The Greys had inherited the Dunham Massey estates 


18 i.e. 3 Egertons of Oulton, 3 Cholmondeleys of Vale through marriage to the heiress of the Booths. 
Royal, 2 Crewes of Crewe, Sir Robt. Salisbury Cotton, and 22 Hist. MSS. Com. 35, 14th Rep. IV, Kenyon, pp. 543-4- 
Davies Davenport of Capesthorne. 
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Davies Davenport, a genuine independent who more often than not went into the 
lobbies with them.?3 When the two men presented themselves for re-election in 1818, it 
was reported that there would be no opposition, ‘a mutual understanding subsisting 
between the leading landed interests of the county’.?4 

In 1820, as in 1796, the unexpected announcement by one member, Davies Daven- 
port, that ill-health compelled him to retire, precipitated a conflict. There was little 
time for the gentry to agree on a single name, and two separate candidates came for- 
ward, George Legh of High Legh, and Richard Legh of Lyme. George Legh presented 
himself as a man ‘unshackled by any party or connexion whatever’.25 Plans were 
already well-advanced for a poll; for example, Lords Cholmondeley and Egerton of 
Oulton had agreed to unite their tenantry for an orderly progress into Chester on 
polling day.?° Davenport was, however, persuaded to stand again. George Legh imme- 
diately withdrew, but the Lyme party took more persuading. Richard Legh’s friends 
claimed that the requisition addressed by the gentry to Davenport had been obtained in 
an underhand fashion and that ‘the reasons which he gave for retiring from Parliament, 
and which still unfortunately exist, are such as ought to excuse him from so laborious 
a duty’.?? In the end, after mediation by Sir John Stanley and other friends, Richard 
too agreed to stand down, provided Davenport issued a declaration in praise of his 
conduct and forbearance.?* The unity of the Cheshire élite was thus preserved, only 
finally to be shattered by the Great Reform Bill. 

Not one of the ten men who served for Cheshire in the years 1734~1830 can be said 
to have been first and foremost a party man. Most of them followed their consciences 
above all things, and on occasion broke ranks with the party they generally supported. 
Thus Samuel Egerton was listed as a “Tory’ by Bute in 1762 and by Newcastle in 1765, 
but as a ‘Whig’ by Rockingham in 1765 and again in 1766. He voted with the opposition 
on the land tax in 1767 and the Middlesex election in 1769.29 John Crewe opposed the 
American War throughout, supported the Fox—North coalition, opposed Pitt in the 1790s, 
and, while he supported parliamentary reform measures in the 1780s, was opposed 
to the abolition of slavery and the amelioration of the position of apprentices in the 
cotton industry.3° Most Cheshire members spoke very little in the Commons; Samuel 
Egerton made only one recorded speech in 36 years in the House, on a navigation bill 
in 1771; John Crewe spoke only in support of economical reform and against a tax on 
maidservants ; ‘Thomas Cholmondeley (M.P. 1796-1812) only spoke once, to denounce 
Fox’s proposal to repeal the anti-sedition laws (1797); after Wilbraham Egerton had sat 
in the House for seven years, his cousin said of him that he was ‘quite unused to public 
speaking’; and Sir Robert Salisbury Cotton made no speech during his sixteen years 
in the House.3! Nevertheless, for the most part, they attended regularly and cast their 
votes with care. Several of them were well-read with strong views on important matters: 
Crewe was a friend of Thomas Coke and reputedly one of the finest improving land- 
lords in the county;3? Davies Davenport was an expert on the cotton industry and 
a pamphleteer for the free trade movement;33 Wilbraham Egerton knew much of the 
salt industry.34 

They were not likethe resolute ‘Country’ members of the period 1660-1734. Increas- 
ingly they would take each government on its merits, supporting any which appeared 


23 Hist. Parl. Trust, constit. rep. 1790-1820. 28 Thid. 
24 Tbid., constit. rep. and biogs. 29 Hist. Parl., Commons, 1754-90, ii. 385. 
25 Printed handbill in Jn. Rylands Libr., Bromley- 30 Tbid. ii. 276. 

Davenport MSS., correspondence, 5 iii, unfol. 31 Tbid. ii. 260-1. 
26 See letters in Ches. R.O., DCH/X/s/22. 32 Tbid. ii. 276; Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 
27 Jn. Rylands Libr., Bromley—Davenport MSS., corre- 33 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 

spondence 5 iii, unfol. 34 [bid. 
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to be successfully defending or advancing the national interest abroad, and maintaining 
social stability and economic advance at home, although they differed amongst them- 
selves over the means. What was essential to them was their freedom to dissent: to 
protest whenever any government challenged the system of local government which 
they themselves dominated, or when it proposed unnecessary increases in taxation. 
No government was unacceptable on principle, but any which was expensive or which 
sought fresh powers for itself would face an almost instinctive opposition from the 
Cheshire M.P.s, as from the independents generally.35 Those M.P.s had thus modified 
the nature of their independence by the early 19th century. Although their attitudes to 
government were outmoded in an industrializing society, they were acceptable to 
sufficient voters to keep the Cheshire gentry dominant at county elections for fifty 
years more after the Reform Bill. 


THE CITY OF CHESTER 1660-1832 
1660-98 


The exigencies of civil war temporarily destroyed much of the jurisdictional indepen- 
dence of the city, subjecting it to the authority of the county. In 1660, however, the 
whole system of committees established by the parliamentarians was abandoned. By 
1662 the city was fully restored to its ancient rights. Yet, from the elections of 1661 
onwards, it was clear that fundamental changes were taking place in its electoral history. 
Chester had thrown off the county’s jurisdiction, but other influences were at work to 
undermine the insularity of its politics and institutions. It was not until the early 18th 
century that the new pattern was fully established. The recorder was chosen at seven 
of the eight general elections between 1660 and 1690,3° and never thereafter; eight of 
the men who sat between 1660 and 1698 were already aldermen when first elected. 
The interests of few of them, however, lay primarily within the city, even though they 
could be expected to support the corporations’ interests at Westminster. Only two men, 
one in each Convention parliament, were city merchants;37 two more were country 
gentlemen with town houses in Chester,38 two more gentlemen-courtiers.3° From the 
election of 1698 onwards the seats passed entirely into the hands of the gentry. In the 
31 parliaments between 1698 and 1832 a total of 20 men served for the city. Eleven of 
them were members of the Grosvenor family; 7 sprang from leading Cheshire county 
families, and the other 2 were lawyers who had married county heiresses and performed 
professional services for the Grosvenors. It is important not to oversimplify, however. 
The drift away from the merchant oligarchy was well-established before the Grosvenors 
made, after 1715, their bid for a control only consummated after a succession of bitter 
disputes between 1732 and 1734, and maintained, not without struggles thence- 
forward. 

Chester was a declining port. The silting of the Dee reduced its capacity to handle 
long-distance trade and cargo, which increasingly moved to Liverpool. Heavily depen- 
dent on leather trades, it was seriously affected by changes in the demand for leather 
goods and by government regulations which increasingly hindered the import of cheap 


35 N. Baker, ‘Changing Attitudes towards Govt. in 18th- appointment was in dispute: Hist. Parl. Trust, files. 
cent. Eng.’ in Statesmen, Scholars, and Merchants, ed. A. 37 Wm. Ince (1660), Geo. Mainwaring (1688). 
Whiteman and J. S. Bromley, 202-19. 38 Sir Thos. Smith (1660), son of the M.P. of 1640; Sir 
36 Recorder William Williams was defeated at a by- Thos. Grosvenor (1678, 1679, 1685, 1690, 1695, 1698). 
election in 1673 held to replace recorder John Ratcliffe; in 39 Robert Werden (by-election 1673, 1685); Roger 
1685 recorder Leving was not elected, perhaps because his | Whitley (1681, 1688, 1695). 
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Irish calfskins.4° The city could resolve neither problem by its own efforts. Any scheme 
to make the Dee navigable, for example, would affect the interests of the gentry of 
Wirral who were farming the mudflats created by the silt, or through whose land any 
new cut would have to pass. Since the passing of a local Act to improve the navigation 
depended upon agreement among the interested parties,+! the city could not act alone. 
The city’s independence had rested upon that of its strong oligarchy. If the oligarchy 
was penetrated and controlled by an outside interest, that interest would in turn become 
self-perpetuating. Once the Grosvenors had won control in the early 18th century their 
grip could be loosened only by a democratization of local government, restoring effective 
control to the resident freemen. The political struggle in Chester in the period 1690-1734 
thus involved fresh attempts to revive the direct election of members of the assembly.4? 

The city could not escape from the political divisions within the nation as a whole 
over the succession to the throne, the nature of the constitution, and the integrity of 
the Church of England. The exclusion crisis and the Revolution both divided the 
county and city ¢lites, and the rights of dissenters and the cry of ‘Church in Danger’ 
very clearly divided the commonalty. Organized Whig and Tory groups were strug- 
gling for control of Chester throughout the 1690s, and the regular return between 
1700 and 1715 of two Tory M.P.s connected to leaders of one of the Tory factions at 
Westminster ensured that city politics would be involved in the regional struggle for 
power. Peter Shakerley, city M.P. from 1698 to 1715, was active as Tory whip for a 
wider area. In 1708 he organized the Tory lobby for several north midland counties.43 
So the money and influence of outside interests were drawn into party politics within 
the city.4+ When party conflict abated in the 1730s and 1740s the Grosvenors were 
ideally placed to consolidate a position created in the time of struggle. Between 1734 
and 1832 they were to combine constructive independence in national politics with an 
expressed concern for local interests, and maintain an absolute stranglehold on the 
city’s institutions. Questions of the franchise, of trade, and of party interest were to 
remain completely inseparable; Chester was always an uncomfortable pocket borough 
for the house of Eaton. 

The elections of 1660 returned men in the traditional mould: the recorder on both 
occasions, an alderman who had sat in the assembly while Chester was a royalist garri- 
son, but who had retained his office throughout the Interregnum and conformed to all 
régimes, hoping thereby to restrict the damage to the city’s independence,‘5 and the 
son of the city’s M.P. of 1640-6. The death of ex-recorder Ratcliffe in 1672 inaugurated 
a period of deep political division which was to result in the emergence first of Tory 
and later of Grosvenor family hegemony. Yet the outcome was long in doubt. The inter- 
action of municipal, commercial, and national problems which characterized the years 
1673-98 can best be studied in the biographies of four men who dominated the par- 
liamentary representation of Chester in those years: Robert Werden (1673, 168s), 
William Williams (1675, 1678, 1679, 1681), Roger Whitley (1681, 1689, 1695), and Sir 
Thomas Grosvenor (1678, 1679, 1685, 1690, 1695, 1698).4 


4° 'T. S. Willan, ‘Chest. and the Navigation of the Dee’, 
J.C.A.S. and ser. xxxii. 64-7; R. C. Gwilliam, ‘Chest. 
Tanners and Parl.’, ¥.C.A.S. [and ser.], xliv. 41-9; H. 
Hankinson, ‘Ches. River Navigation with Special Refer- 
ence to the River Dee’, 7.C.A.S. [2nd ser.] lv. 63-88; 
Hist. MSS. Com., 8th Rep., pp. 388-96. 

41 Lambert, Bills and Acts, 155. 

#2 H. 'T. Dutton, ‘Stuart Kings and Chest. Corporation’, 
F.C.A.S. and ser. xxviii. 195-8, 207-8; Hemingway, Hist. 
Chest. ii. 263-5, 392-8. 

43 For the general context, see Speck, Tory & Whig; 
Holmes, Brit. Politics. For party issues in Chest., see also 


Baskerville, “Tory Interest’, passim. For Shakerley, see 
Holmes, Brit. Politics, 301, and for details of his role as a 
regional ‘whip’, Chirk Castle, Clwyd, Myddleton MSS., 
Box E, nos. 994, i and ii. 

44 For an illuminating comparison and contrast, see 
M. Mullett, ‘Politics of Liverpool, 1660-88’, T.H.S.L.C. 
CXXiv. 31-56. 

+5 Wm. Ince. See Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 

4© The only other men to serve during these years were 
recorder Richard Leving (1690), and George Mainwaring, 
a leading dissenter and alderman (1689 convention). 
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Werden’s election in 1673 was a major upset, since he comfortably defeated the 
recorder, William Williams.47 Furthermore Werden was ‘an incomparable courtier, 
a cavalier and most faithful servant of the royal family’.48 He was personally backed by 
the duke of York, in whose household he served,*? and through whose patronage he 
had gained an army commission. Yet he had roots in the city. His father had been an 
attorney there,5° he had been brought up there, and had been one of the most persistent 
and incompetent local conspirators during the Interregnum.‘! In 1664 he had become 
a baron of the Chester Exchequer. Given Williams’s subsequent behaviour the by- 
election was probably a Court—Country struggle in which Werden defended the politics 
of the Cabal, particularly the Declaration of Indulgence, while Williams,°? whose father, 
a well-connected Anglican clergyman from Wales, had been deprived during the 1650s, 
opposed them. Werden’s election in 1685 reflected the Tory triumph after the collapse 
of the Exclusion movement nationally and in Chester. 

Williams, recorder from 1667 to 1684, did not have to wait long for the parliamentary 
seat denied him in 1673, being returned unopposed in a by-election in 1675 on the death 
of Sir Thomas Smith. He rose rapidly in opposition circles and became a leading 
proponent of Exclusion. In 1680-1 he was made Speaker of the House of Commons 
as Shaftesbury’s candidate.53 His continued unopposed election as the city’s M.P. 
suggests a strong anti-government bias in Chester by the late 1670s. In 1684 the city 
charter was surrendered to the Crown and Williams was expelled from the assembly 
and the recordership. Soon, however, he became one of the most notable Whig col- 
laborators of James II, being appointed solicitor-general in 1687, and leading for the 
Crown in the prosecution of the Seven Bishops.5+ In the Convention Parliament*s 
he quickly rediscovered his Whiggish principles and argued that the throne had been 
vacated by James’s flight. He became an archetypal ‘Country’ Whig in the 1690s. 

The careers of the other two leading figures became so intertwined that it will be best 
to begin by briefly outlining their backgrounds. Although he did not know it, 1677 was 
to prove the decisive year in Sir Thomas Grosvenor’s life. The twenty-year-old baronet, 
heir to ancient and substantial Cheshire estates and a manor house close to the city, 
was made an alderman of Chester, a courtesy extended to many country gentlemen 
before him, and married Mary Davies, daughter of a London merchant who eventually 
became heiress to the then undeveloped Mayfair, Belgravia, and Pimlico. ‘The combina- 
tion was to be fatal for the city’s independence. Roger Whitley was a former royalist 
exile, who had helped to plan the 1659 uprisings to restore Charles IT, and subsequently 
served in several second-ranking government offices, notably as deputy postmaster- 
general, 1672-9, and represented the Flint boroughs in Parliament from 1660 to 1680. 
An alderman of Chester at the Restoration, he had attempted unsuccessfully to become 
mayor in 1669. He owned a country seat at Bromborough in Wirral, and was a confidant 
of the earl of Macclesfield.‘° 

By 1690, Grosvenor represented the Tory interest in Chester, and Whitley the Whig 
interest, but those positions were only taken up as they and the city reacted to the 
national political crisis. In 1678 Grosvenor sought and was offered the second seat after 


47 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1672-3, 587. The voting in Werden’s — son of the Church’: Cal. S.P. Dom. 1667, 25. 


favour was 601 to 551. 53 In 1677 he was leading counsel for Shaftesbury when 
48 R, North, Autobiog. 374. he applied for habeas corpus, after his imprisonment by 
49 As groom of the bedchamber. the House of Lords. 
5° 'The elder Werden had written to Sir Thos. Smith 54 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. He was fined £1,000 for his 
before the 1640 elections. See pp. 108, 113. offences as Speaker between 1679 and 1681, and hoped to 
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Williams. His qualification was an anti-court attitudes? and an ability to mediate with 
neighbouring landowners over a scheme to make the Dee navigable. Probably the 
further decline of trade, and the measures prohibiting the import of Irish cattle had 
hardened the city’s governors against the court. At any rate, Grosvenor was re-elected in 
1680. In 1681, however, he was replaced by Whitley, who, as M.P. for Flint boroughs, 
had developed a reputation as a good lobbyist and indefatigable private bill man. The 
crucial reason for the change, however, may have been the course of the Exclusion crisis. 
Grosvenor had abstained from voting on the Exclusion Bill and was moving towards 
the court. In particular, he was and remained opposed to the duke of Monmouth.58 
Williams and Whitley were both supporters of the duke, as was the assembly, since it 
sent up an address to the Oxford Parliament on his behalf.59 

The years 1682-4 witnessed the Tory reaction throughout England. Monmouth’s 
progress through the north-west gave the Crown a pretext for a purge of leading Whigs 
in Cheshire and elsewhere. When Chester’s charter, like so many, was challenged, 
Grosvenor, now firmly in the Tory camp, led the campaign for its voluntary surrender 
and the negotiations for a new charter drawn up in 1685, which excluded all the leading 
Whigs, including Whitley and Williams by name, but left the actual composition of 
the new assembly obscure, apart from naming Grosvenor as mayor. Since the parlia- 
mentary elections were held before the new assembly was chosen, moderates dared 
not oppose the man with all the patronage in his hands: Grosvenor and Werden were 
returned unopposed.°° 

In 1688 the ‘Tories’ position temporarily collapsed. James’s policies had destroyed 
their credibility and self-confidence, and his precipitous fall left the Whigs briefly with 
the initiative. By invoking the old charter Whitley and alderman George Mainwaring, 
a leading dissenter, were returned.®! The future of the city now lay in the balance, but 
after a bitter eight-year struggle (1690-8) the Tories regained control. On the one side 
stood a Whig group determined to proclaim the achievements of the Revolution, to put 
into effect the rights accorded to dissenters, to protect the city from further outside 
domination, and to restore the ‘open’ government laid down in the 1506 charter, 
including the free election of members of the assembly and city officers. On the other 
side stood the Tories, upholders of the Anglican supremacy, the purely de facto nature 
of William ITI’s rule,°? and the customary closed membership of the assembly. 

The reasons for the Tory success in 1698, when both the local and parliamentary 
elections went decisively in their favour, have never been studied. The result may 
simply have been a reaction against the policies of the Whig Junto in power at White- 
hall, but factors more deeply rooted in local conditions can be suggested. The local 
Whigs in committing themselves to freedom of worship for dissenters may well have 
alienated many of the commonalty. Both earlier and later there is evidence of religious 
rioting in the city. Secondly the Whigs, greatly dependent on Roger Whitley, were left 
disorganized by his death in 1697. Moreover, Grosvenor could present himself as the 
man able to alleviate the economic ills of the city, for which the Whig leaders failed 
to find remedies, while the heavy taxation imposed to finance the war effort may well 
have contributed to the city’s continuing decline. Whitley’s career had been largely 


87 Shaftesbury called him ‘worthy’: Hist. Parl. Trust, 
biog. 

58 In 1685 he raised a regiment to help suppress Mon- 
mouth’s rebellion: SP 44/70 no. 75. See Hist. Parl. Trust, 
biog. 

59 Jones, First Whigs, 169. 

60 F.C.A.S. 2nd ser. xxviii. 201-3; Hemingway, Hist. 
Chest. ii. 388; Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. 


6t Grosvenor withdrew, on being ruled ineligible as 
sheriff of Cheshire, and the Whigs won by default: Bodl. 
MS. Eng. Hist. c. 711, diary of Roger Whitley, unfol., 11 
Jan. 1689. 

62 e.g. in 1696 Grosvenor refused to take the oath of 
Association pledging loyalty to William III as ‘rightful 
and lawful’ king: Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 388. 
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spent as a tax-farmer.®3 As a gentleman of the Privy Chamber, 1689-97, he was asso- 
ciated with the government, while Grosvenor represented both Tory principles and a 
Country programme.* It was probably the connexion between economic and political 
issues which caused the ending of the four-year experiment in a directly-elected assem- 
bly. The old oligarchic principle, once restored in 1698, became inviolable.°> During 
those disputes, however, the long-standing confusion over the parliamentary franchise 
was partially resolved. 


1698-1734 


The Tories’ triumph of 1698 could well have proved illusory; self-perpetuating 
oligarchy was immune from external pressure, but could easily have been wrecked 
either by the potential contradictions within Tory thought, or by divisions within the 
assembly on how to solve Chester’s pressing economic problems. Paradoxically, the 
long-term Grosvenor interest may have been best served by Sir Thomas’s death in 
1700, and the emergence as the city’s M.P.s of Sir Peter Shakerley, M.P. for Wigan 
(Lancs.) 1690-8, and for Chester 1698-1715, and Sir Henry Bunbury (1700-27). 
Their length of service alone was a source of stability, but their avoidance of party 
rancour and assiduous attention to the particular needs of their constituency were more 
important. 

Grosvenor’s politics were probably confused, his Jacobitism latent but a matter of 
public comment. Shakerley and Bunbury, by contrast, were amongst the minority of 
Cheshire Tories who fully accepted the fact of the Revolution, and from 1702 onwards 
declared themselves for the Hanoverians. Bunbury, as Sir Thomas Hanmer’s brother- 
in-law, was drawn with his fellow M.P. into the connexion of the Tory earl of Notting- 
ham. Shakerley was an advocate of the Cheshire ‘compromise’.°? Such men avoided 
dividing the city on party lines, and held the middle ground between 1711 and 1714 
as the Tory party in Parliament split asunder. They could present the city to the 
Grosvenors with a united assembly in 1715. 

They also showed constant and energetic attention to the city’s economic interests 
at Westminster. Letters from Shakerley to the assembly reveal not only his activity in 
promoting several local bills, but his concern to watch out for anything in proposed 
legislation that might prejudice the city’s welfare. Thus he wrote about the Dee navi- 
gation, about improvement schemes elsewhere for which other ports were seeking bills, 
about the effects of the customs duty clauses in the Act of Union and the trade treaty 
with France (1713), and about the cost to the city of a general Act ‘for providing nightly 
watches’.8 The Chester tanners were also in constant touch with the M.P.s between 
1711 and 1717 about the consequences of new legislation concerning duties on leather, 
and the export of oak bark to Ireland which was resulting in the rise there of a tanning 
industry detrimental to Chester’s interests.°° It was not just talk: one of the first acts 
of the newly chosen oligarchy in 1698 was to make an agreement with a London 
merchant, Francis Gell, who was to make the Dee navigable for vessels up to 100 tons. 
By 1700 Shakerley, Grosvenor, and Bunbury were actively promoting a local Act em- 
bodying the arrangements agreed with Gell, and trying to placate the opposition of 


63 As registrar of customs, excise farmer for North 66 See p. 100. 
Wales, and hearth tax receiver. 67 See p. 122; also Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers 

64 He opposed the king’s land grants to his Dutch of 4th Bt., unfol., Shakerley to Sir Ric. G., 2 Dec. 1714. 
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Wirral and Flintshire landowners. For some years the improvements seem to have been 
successful and a new wharf was built.7° In the 1710s, the M.P.s worked hard for the 
tanners, negotiating with the ‘Treasury concessions which hindered the export of oak 
bark, and successfully delaying adverse changes in the excises on leather.7! 

That care for the city’s interests ensured that its seats were not contested after 1701 
until the new head of the Grosvenor family, Sir Richard, decided to seek one in 1715.72 
Apparently he had agreed not to stand in 1710 provided that he could take one seat 
at the next election. He had, however, made no move in 1713, possibly being undecided 
on the question of the succession. By 1715 George I was on the throne, and however 
much Grosvenor may have regretted his accession he did not mean to become involved 
in armed uprisings. When he demanded of Bunbury and Shakerley that one of them 
make way for him, they maintained that, by not acting in 1713, he had forfeited his 
claims under the 1710 agreement, and both refused to give way. A fight between three 
Tories was forced upon the city. Some leading citizens refused to help Grosvenor, 
claiming that they would not spurn members who had ‘behaved themselves like gentle- 
men’ and discharged their responsibilities so conscientiously. Neither of the sitting 
members could match the wealth of the Grosvenors,73 who reportedly ‘spent near 
£1,000 among the mob.’ One friend suggested that he purchase the freedom for 150 
poor journeymen, which would be more efficient than ‘the charges of treating saucy 
innkeepers and other pragmatics’. Grosvenor topped the poll and Shakerley lost his 
seat.7+ ‘The Whigs were too weak to take advantage of those divisions, and when in 
1722 a city alderman, ‘Thomas Brereton, a former employee of the Grosvenors, capital- 
izing on his profits fromthe South Sea Bubble and seeking to ingratiate himself with the 
new Whig ministry,75 challenged the Grosvenors both for the mayoralty and the burgess- 
ship, he was ignominiously defeated by two to one.” Significantly, however, Brereton 
did not try to reopen party quarrels. His broadsheet denied that he was urging a party 
cause, and claimed that the question was ‘whether this city . . . ought to idolise one 
neighbouring family’.77 

The opposition movement subsided and the Grosvenor control tightened. In 1727 
the elderly Bunbury was swept aside by Sir Richard Grosvenor and his younger son.78 
For the first time the family had outright control. Nevertheless between 1732 and 
1734 Sir Richard had to fight a succession of battles on all fronts. The struggle began 
because the Dee was once more silting up. Grosvenor, mindful of the problems the 
Weaver navigation had encountered in the 1720s,79 was concerned to work in co- 
operation with the neighbouring gentry, but allowed himself to be out-manceuvred. An 
entirely new scheme for cutting a new channel from Chester to the sea, supported by 
Bereton and his allies in the city, was backed by a group of London financiers and 
engineers associated with the Walpole administration. The Grosvenors were trapped, 
unable to support a scheme which cut across the interests of many landed families, and 
was promoted by their enemies, yet aware that it was an emotive issue in the city. Sir 
Richard’s prevarication, compounded of feigned public support and private lobbying 


70 F.C.A.S. and ser. xxxii. 65-6. 

71 Tbid. [and ser.] xliv. 41-9. 

72 There were no contested elections during Anne’s 
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against the bill, was uncovered.8° The opposition at Chester, although genuinely 
concerned that the scheme should succeed, also wanted to use the issue to destroy the 
Grosvenor interest. They thus reopened the old question of the direct election of alder- 
men and councillors and took it before the courts. Aware that the Grosvenors intended 
to use the mayor’s unlimited power to create freemen to manipulate the electorate, the 
opposition attempted to wrest the mayoralty from Grosvenor control,** and also began 
a campaign, later to be carried on in the House of Commons, to restrict voting rights 
to freemen resident in the city. Their campaign failed in 1733, but succeeded in 1747. 
Unable on their own to match Grosvenor wealth the Whig minority, despite their 
talk of the city’s liberties having been destroyed by outside interests, turned for money 
to the Whig landlords of Cheshire. In return they offered the Cholmondeleys a burgess 
seat at the next election, and told the mayor that, if Col. James Cholmondeley were made 
a freeman and thus qualified as a candidate, the mayor’s clerical son would be offered 
a rich country living. Grosvenor’s agents heard what was happening in time, and offered 
the son a fatter one. 

Grosvenor cash secured the mayoralty, but the opposition retained the initiative, 
since the Navigation Bill was still before Parliament. At that precise moment both the 
Grosvenor M.P.s died. The city was faced with two by-elections. Once again large sums 
of money were spent, ®? but the question of the Dee remained paramount. Swallowing 
their pride, the Grosvenors asked Sir Charles Bunbury to stand. Son of the man whom 
the Grosvenors had pushed aside in 1727 after twenty-five years’ devoted service to the 
borough, Sir Charles could succeed, where the Grosvenors had failed, in distinguishing 
between the need for a new navigation scheme and opposition to the particular one put 
forward. He did so, and pledged himself to work for a separate one.*3 Moreover, the 
position of Brereton, Manley, and the anti-Grosvenor group was probably weakened 
by the association of their scheme with the Walpole ministry, then, early in 1733, at 
the nadir of its unpopularity over Walpole’s Excise Bill.*+ In the event the Grosvenors’ 
triumph was complete: they won the mayoral election of 1732, the by-elections of 1733, 
and the general election of 1734, and fought off the legal actions over the charter. The 
controversial navigation scheme was passed, however, and its very passage paradoxically 
destroyed the opposition’s principal weapon. The Grosvenor interest had surmounted 
its severest test.°5 


1734-1832 


In the 112 years from 1547 to 1659 Chester was represented by 32 burgesses. Exclud- 
ing the eight recorders who held one seat almost ex officio, all but two sat for the borough 
only once or twice. Two men sat thrice, but the parliaments they sat in were all short 
ones, even by Tudor standards. By contrast, in the 114 years from 1715 to 1829, only 
15 men represented Chester, 10 of them Grosvenors. Only 2 of those 15 sat in only one 
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parliament and they died early. Grosvenors held the first seat from 1715 to 1874, and 
for 42 of the 114 years between 1715 and 1829 occupied both seats. Two junior members 
of the family, Thomas, brother of the first earl, and his younger son Thomas, held one 
seat continuously from 1755 to 1826. Of the five non-members of the family, the one 
closest to them politically and the one who owed most to their patronage and generosity, 
Richard Wilbraham Bootle, was a member for 30 years. 

The success of the Grosvenors has been ascribed to ‘a complex intermixture of 
traditional attitudes and material interests’, above all to their control over the corpora- 
tion, their influence with the guilds, their generosity to the poor, their extravagance at 
election times, and an efficient political machine.87 The Grosvenors saw to it that the 
oligarchy was careful in its recruitment of new members. As one of the richest families 
in England they were generous to the city, expending perhaps £4,000 a year between 
elections, with seemingly limitless funds when faced by a contest. They leased from the 
Crown many dwellings, which they let cheaply on short leases, but whose rents they 
could raise if the tenants proved ungrateful. They were always willing to buy the free- 
dom for poor men, particularly at election time. What counted above all was their 
vigilance and a political reputation for independence which made opposition almost 
impossible. In every contested election between 1732 and 182088 the opposition were 
at pains to proclaim that they shared the political principles of the Grosvenors.89 

3efore the House of Commons ruled in 1747 that non-resident freemen could not 
vote, the Grosvenors kept several lists of ‘country freemen’ for Chester who lived in 
Lancashire, Shropshire, Denbighshire, Flintshire, and Cheshire, and were regimented 
into Chester on election days.%° A list of 1732 was marked to show the dependability of 
each such freeman. It was also noted which freeman families had sons soon to come of 
age.°' A late 18th-century letter to Earl Grosvenor, recommending additional forms 
of patronage, shows meticulous attention to detail. The author suggested that a register 
of the numerous half-pay officers and others recently arrived in the town should be 
compiled, since they carried great weight with the tradesmen; that it was more profitable 
to concentrate attention on the ‘little attornies, who advance small sums’, and on the 
common brewers, to whom most alehouse-keepers were indebted, than on the mass of 
tradesmen; and that it was wise to ensure the support of the leaders, who were named, 
of the Methodists and Congregationalists in the city.92 If the Grosvenors carefully 
managed the city’s electorate, they also campaigned assiduously for its causes, just like 
their predecessors Bunbury and Shakerley. In 1743 the mayor and assembly wrote 
pompously to Sir Robert Grosvenor ‘to express a grateful sense of that noble spirit of 
liberty and patriotism so gloriously exerted by our grand representative’; and beseeched 
him “to postpone granting any supplies, till the secret committee of inquiry be renewed, 
the number of placemen in the . .. Commons sufficiently limited, and frequent and 
free elections restored to us’. In 1758-9 they likewise instructed the two Grosvenors 
serving in Parliament to argue for government intervention to regulate the grain trade. 
The family papers are full of such letters.93 It would be naive to see such instructions 
as totally unsolicited. Several, like the petition asking Grosvenor to secure the freedom 
of William Pitt in 1757, were organized by caucuses of M.P.s at Westminster and dis- 
tributed in many constituencies. At times, leading members of the Grosvenor family, 
hoping to gain a peerage or else the lord lieutenancy of Cheshire, offered their services 
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to the administration. In 1758 a Grosvenor even seconded the loyal address. For most 
of the period, however, they represented the new type of Independent. While Philip 
Henry Warburton (M.P. 1742-54) voted against the government in every recorded 
division and represented the old ‘Country’ Independent tradition, the Grosvenors 
can be found judging many issues on their merits, the hallmarks of the new 
Independent. 

Politicians of every group saw them as unpredictable. There were still traces of 
Jacobitism in Sir Richard, the 4th baronet (d. 1732), but thereafter the heads of the 
family were loyal to the Hanoverians. ‘They were not all averse to office: Robert Gros- 
venor (later the 2nd earl) served asa Lord of the Admiralty 1789-91, and. as commissioner 
for Indian affairs and privy councillor, 1793-1808, but even he followed his own 
principles and was unconcerned by the loss of office. He was one of the few Pittites who 
supported Addington. He later called himself a Whig, but he voted for Peel’s paternal- 
istic reforms. His speeches have been described as frequent, verbose, and pompous. 
More typical was Thomas Grosvenor, younger brother of the rst earl, M.P. for Chester 
1755-95. He supported the government’s peace proposals in 1763, but opposed their 
handling both of the Wilkes affair and of the general warrants controversy. Having 
stood by Lord North over the prosecution of the war in America, he became alarmed 
by the prolonged political crisis following North’s fall, and he led the St. Albans 
Tavern group which argued for a Fox-Pitt coalition in 1783.%5 

The views of the Grosvenors at a national level accorded perfectly with what is 
known of popular political attitudes in Chester at that time. Chester took no part in the 
Wyvillite association; there were anti-Fox and pro-Pitt demonstrations in 1783-4, and 
a loyal address to the Crown was sent up at the time of Dunning’s motion. All the 
candidates in the 1784 election carefully associated themselves with those views. In the 
early 1790s a branch of Reeves’s High Tory Association was founded in Chester to 
prevent any incipient agitation for radical reform. In the contested elections of 1812 
and 1819 the opposition were careful to declare that their principles and those of Eaton 
Hall were identical on everything except the rights and liberties of the citizens or 
electors. The earliest Chester newspaper, the Courant, was firmly attached to the 
Grosvenors’ interests and although a second paper, the Chester Chronicle, having 
survived an early attempt by the family to suppress it, supported their opponents, it did 
not differ from the Courant in its treatment of national events.°”7 When a radical paper, 
the Chester Guardian, was launched in 1817 it failed for lack of support.?® 

After 1734 there was no serious challenge to the Grosvenor interest for fifty years. 
A contest in 1747 arose largely through Sir Robert Grosvenor’s indifference to the 
fate of his colleague since 1742, Philip Henry Warburton, with whom he had quarrelled. 
Grosvenor refused to issue a declaration associating himself with Warburton, and did 
not try to make his tenants vote for him. Grosvenor was possibly troubled by Warbur- 
ton’s Jacobite connexions,°? but was reluctant to upset Warburton’s powerful Welsh 
friends and patrons by openly opposing him. In the event the third candidate, Main- 
waring, came a poor third.’ Unfortunately for Grosvenor, although Mainwaring failed 
to get the result set aside by the House of Commons, he did get a ruling that the right 
of election lay only with all freemen resident for twelve months or more and not in 
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96 H. Hughes, Chronicle of Chest. 48-65, 79-87; Black, 1 Baskerville, “Tory Interest’, 280-1; Eaton Hall, 
The Association, 263. Grosvenor MSS., papers of 6th Bt., folders B, Cert 
97 D. Nuttall, ‘Hist. of Printing in Chest.’, ¥.C.A.S. liv. estate papers, box 43/1; Hist. MSS. Com. 38, r4th Rep. 
37-96; Hughes, Chronicle, passim. EXCEp alle 


98 Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 264. 
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receipt of alms. Given the Grosvenor’s control of the non-resident freemen, the ruling 
could increase their problems in the event of a serious challenge.? 

In 1767 Henry Aston, a local squire, announced that he would seek election in order 
to render the citizens ‘truly free men’. After a month’s canvassing, and before the 
expensive part of the election began, he acknowledged defeat and withdrew. In 1771 
the opposition tried, largely in vain, to use the issue of the projected Middlewich canal 
to accuse the corporation of negligence in safeguarding the city’s trade, and contested 
a shrievalty election. That opposition consisted entirely of city merchants, tradesmen 
and professional men excluded from the assembly and anxious from both principle and 
self-interest to open up the oligarchy.3 

Their next opportunity came in 1784.4 The part played by the sitting members, 
Thomas Grosvenor and Wilbraham Bootle, in the abortive scheme to create a Fox— 
Pitt coalition, perhaps gave the opposition an issue they could use for their purposes, 
for Fox’s reputation in the city had certainly been destroyed by his union with North 
the year before. Fortunately for the city members Fox refused the overtures of their 
group and made sharp comments about Grosvenor, which the latter gratefully repub- 
lished at home, restoring his reputation. The candidate brought in by the opposition, 
John Crewe, a Cheshire gentleman of moderate fortune, was thus forced on the defen- 
sive. He asserted that neither the political principles nor the personal qualities of the 
sitting members were in question, and that the only issue was whether the ‘nomination 
of both the Members for this city should remain in one family, however respectable’. 
The attack was concentrated on Bootle, described as more the ‘representative of Eaton 
House than of the city of Chester’. The Grosvenors were attacked in only one pamphlet, 
which accused them of abandoning their earlier concern for the borough’s interests and 
of offering less and less hospitality to the citizenry as time went by.‘ 

The opposition spent as much money on creating freemen as did the Grosvenors, 
but could only find £10,000 for ‘entertainment’. In contrast the Grosvenors spent 
£15,000 on drink alone. A surviving account book® shows that they set up go alehouses 
as ‘treating’ centres. Agents were appointed who scrutinized the publicans’ accounts 
closely, in many cases disallowing extravagant claims. In the end about three-quarters 
of the claims were met. A further £1,600 was paid for ribbons and cockades.7 It was 
not in vain. For nine days Bootle and Crewe polled neck and neck, with Grosvenor 
well ahead. But the Crewe support dried up, while the Grosvenors had plenty in reserve. 
They piled up votes for two more days before Crewe abandoned the quest. More cash 
and better organization were the principal reasons for the Grosvenor success. There is 
also no doubt that there was indecision in Crewe’s camp. They decided too late, on the 
ninth day of the poll, to run a second candidate to secure the second votes of Crewe’s 
supporters; they did not seek extraordinary support from any particular class, polling 
a steady quarter of all main occupational groups. Above all they could not answer 
the Grosvenor challenge that whatever Crewe’s private virtues, his principles were 
unknown: ‘why then should we quit a certainty for an uncertainty ?’8 

For the next six years the opposition tried by a succession of actions in the courts to 
open elections to the corporation. By 1790 they were financially exhausted and demoral- 
ized, unable to enforce a ruling of the House of Lords in their favour, which the 


2 C.F. xxv. 425, 492, 497-8, 504—-5. election. 

3 Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of 1st earl, ® Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of rst earl. 
unfol. 7 Tbid. 

+ The following is based on ¥.C.A.S. [2nd ser.] lvii. 8 ¥.C.A.S. [2nd ser.] lvii. 46-50; Hughes, Chronicle, 48- 
41-50, unless otherwise noted. 65; Chester R.O., printed poll book and papers of 1784 


5 Chester R.O., printed poll book and papers of 1784 election. 
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assembly simply ignored.° They contemplated contesting the parliamentary election, 
but desisted.!° 

In 1807 the opposition suddenly, and to their own surprise, gained a victory. The 
M.P.s since 1802 had been two nephews of the earl, General ‘Thomas Grosvenor, a 
consistent Pittite, and Richard Erle Drax Grosvenor. Richard had deeply offended the 
earl by opposing Catholic emancipation, and after a heated debate at Eaton Hall early 
in 1807, was dismissed as ‘refractory’. The Earl set up an old army colleague, Col. 
Thomas Hanmer, as his second candidate but did not give advance notice to the 
assembly, many of whom were already discontented by the family’s use of London 
workmen to alter the fabric of Eaton Hall. Furthermore Hanmer was not a freeman. 
When Sir John Egerton of Oulton, well known in the city and a man of means, offered 
to stand, the assembly voted to support him against Hanmer. Grosvenor’s agents told 
him that there was no way the family’s interests could be preserved. Egerton was 
returned unopposed to the second seat." 

Egerton promised his constituents ‘the best exertions of an honest and independent 
mind’ and his voting record in the next six years bore him out.!? In 1812, however, he 
faced a tremendous onslaught from the Grosvenors. His declining an offer to serve as 
their stated candidate cost him dear. He could not match them in cash, but fought a 
brilliant propaganda campaign, exploiting Catholic emancipation, which he opposed, 
and General Grosvenor’s support for Addington. Once again he concentrated on local 
issues and on the weaknesses of the second Grosvenor candidate, Sir Richard Brooke, 
whom his pamphlets attacked mercilessly, dubbing him Sir Pertinax McSycophant 
and casting doubts on his ability to understand the principles of the constitution. ‘They 
savagely satirized a repetitive and condescending speech by General Grosvenor, made 
more absurd by his habitual stammer. The Grosvenors’ counter-propaganda was lack- 
lustre, uncertain of its targets, inelegant in its expression. They vainly republished the 
results of all previous contests with a gloss intended to implant a sense of hopelessness 
in the freemen. Their campaign slogan, ‘Grosvenor, Brooke, and Independence’, was 
ridiculed by Egerton, whose own cry ‘England Expects Every Man to Do His Duty’ 
was unanswerable. In the poll Grosvenor always led, but by the end Egerton was 
increasing his lead over Brooke and narrowing the gap between himself and Gros- 
venor.' 

The Grosvenor monopoly had been broken. In 1819 and 1820 they fought back, 
spending vast sums in blatant bribery in order to unseat Egerton, whose popularity had 
been damaged by his support for the suspension of habeas corpus. Egerton complained 
to the House of Commons and a select committee was appointed to sift evidence of 
corrupt practices. In addition to allegations of traditional forms of pressure and cor- 
ruption, the opposition claimed that the Grosvenors had hired hundreds of voters as 
musicians, ‘a system of getting votes under a pretence’. Their petition failed, and. the 
Egertons abandoned their interest in Chester politics.'* Indeed, Sir John’s grandson 
later confessed that those contests had compelled the family to sell property and timber 
to its permanent loss.'5 

The Grosvenors won the election and survived the investigation, but could not 


9 Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 402-5. Ches. R.O., DEO/21, passim; J. Hemingway, Hist. of 

10D, Ginter, Whig Organization and the Election of Contested Election in Chest., 1812 (copy in Chester R.O.). 
I790, 241-4. 1 Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 414-19; Rep. of Proc. 

11 Hist. Parl. Trust, biogs.; Ches. R.O., DEO/2r, letters before Cttee. of House of Commons appointed to decide 
and papers relating to 1807 election. Merits of Late Controverted Election for City of Chest. 

12 Hist. Parl. Trust, biog. (copy in Ches. R.O. DEO/21). 

13 Hemingway, Hist. Chest. ii. 410-14; Eaton Hall, 15 Sir Phil. Egerton, Egertons of Oulton (priv. print. 


Grosvenor MSS., papers of 2nd marquess, unfol. letters; 1869. Copy in Camb. Univ. Libr.), 34-5- 
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recover their old domination. The shrievalty elections were now fought almost every 
year, and the opposition contested both seats in the parliamentary election of 1826. 
Although neither of their candidates appeared before polling day, the result was very 
close. ‘The cost and the bother were becoming too great even for the Grosvenors, who 
could, in any case, place their friends and relatives in several rotten boroughs else- 
where. In 1829 Robert Grosvenor publicly announced that henceforward the family 
would only put forward one candidate. The era of the proprietary borough was coming 
to an end.!6 


ELECTORAL GEOGRAPHY 1832-1974 


THE most obvious effect of the Great Reform Bill upon Cheshire was the increase in 
the number of its representatives. The county had its representation increased from four 
to ten. In the following decades that figure was further increased, reaching 18 in 1948. 
In other ways, however, the most important developments in the electoral geography 
of Cheshire occurred not in 1832, but in 1885. A study of the size of the various elec- 
torates, the incidence of contested elections, and the length of service of the county’s 
members suggests that, in the county constituencies at least, the old political system 
survived for half a century after 1832. In all these respects 1885 was to prove a decisive 
turning-point. 

Neither the 1832 not the 1867 Reform Bills seriously attempted to relate the number 
of seats in any particular county to the number of its inhabitants or the putative size of 
the electorate. Both were based on general political considerations of ‘balance’ between 
the old agricultural and new industrial interests, and aimed at a pragmatic redistribu- 
tion of seats towards the rural and industrial areas away from decayed corporate 
boroughs. Only in 1885 was an attempt made to create seats with roughly similar 
electorates and thus to allot to each county or region an appropriate number of seats.!7 
Nonetheless, as ‘Table I, below, suggests, economic developments within Cheshire, 
played some part in the allocation of seats at every stage. 

Between 1801 and 1881 the population of Cheshire rose rapidly; thereafter growth 
was slower.!® The rapid growth in the 19th century largely resulted from major develop- 
ments in communications, above all the spread of the railways and the development of 
the Manchester Ship Canal. Crewe became an important railway engineering centre.!9 
The Mersey Navigation and Manchester Ship Canal brought major soap, chemical, 
and oil-refining industries to the north Cheshire plain, and the salt industry was ex- 
tended in the same region. The spread of suburban railways promoted the building of 
middle-class dormitory towns at Altrincham, Bowdon, Hale, Alderley Edge, and else- 
where on the verges of the Manchester conurbation,?° and similar developments in 
Wirral as the middle classes moved out from Liverpool. The latter had a slower tempo, 
however, because of the need to cross the Mersey by ferry until the opening of a rail- 
way tunnel under the river at the end of the r9th century.” 

The above suggests limits to the value of treating Cheshire as a compact political 
area after the late 19th century. Nor was it really part of a single regional economy. It 
has been argued that it was part of a ‘Lancastrian’ region, which consisted of five 


16 J. Hemingway, Electioneering Interests, 1807, 12. W. H. Chaloner, Social and Econ. Development of Crewe, 
17 C. Seymour, Electoral Reform in Eng. and Wales, 135-72. 
passim; J. R. Hanham, Elections and Party Management, 20 'T’ravel from those towns was also assisted by a fast 
passim. packet boat on the Bridgewater canal. 
18 See table of population below. 21 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 14-43. 


19 J. M. Lee, Social Leaders, and Public Persons, 22-5; 
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contrasted sub-areas: the distinct Manchester and Liverpool conurbations, the small 
eastern towns (Stockport, Macclesfield, Hyde, etc.) which were part of the south Lanca- 
shire textile belt, the heavy industrial area which straddled the Mersey, and the southern 
agricultural area, largely part of a rural hinterland merging with Shropshire.” 

Successive redistributions took account of those changes, but only, until 1885, in so 
far as they were compatible with the aims of the reforming politicians. In 1832 most 
newly created seats went to the counties, a minority to the larger industrial towns. 
Cheshire was only one of the 26 English counties which was divided to make two double- 
member constituencies. The geographical division was neatly achieved, the north 
westerly hundreds of Bucklow and Macclesfield forming the northern division, the 
other five hundreds the southern.?3 Although that divided the population unevenly, 
when the registration process was completed the number of electors in the two divisions 
was almost exactly the same.?4 Little attempt to maintain the integrity of the ancient 
hundreds was made in the later redistributions, although the names of the divisions 
continued, and continue, to suggest otherwise. 

By 1832 two Cheshire towns had a strong case for separate representation: Stock- 
port, a thriving cotton-spinning and hat-making centre with 41,000 inhabitants, and 
Macclesfield, a centre of the silk industry, with 25,000. In both there had been strong 
popular agitation for economic and parliamentary reform during the previous decade.?5 
They were amongst 22 boroughs given double representation in 1832. In 1857 two 
boroughs, St. Albans and Sudbury, were disfranchised for corrupt practices, and one 
of the redistributed seats was allotted to Birkenhead, a town rapidly developing both as 
a suburb of Liverpool and as a shipbuilding centre. Its population by 1861 had reached 
51,000.26 The redistribution in 1867 was much more modest than that of 1832. ‘The 
borough representation of Cheshire was unchanged, but the county was one of eleven 
to be divided again to create a third double-member constituency.?7 The reforms were 
piecemeal. No attempt was made to create constituencies of approximately equal num- 
bers of electors or inhabitants, and even after 1867 Cheshire was under-represented in 
comparison with other counties. In the 1850s, for example, the national ratio of mem- 
bers to inhabitants in each county seat was 1:70,000, the Cheshire ratio 1:125,000. 
Similarly the electorate, at slightly over 4,000 per seat, was well above the national 
average of 3,400. The 1867 reform did not redress the balance.?® 

The 1885 Redistribution Bill represented a conscious effort to move towards a more 
equal system. The number of county seats was to be proportionate to the number of 
inhabitants, not to that of registered voters. The average size was to be 52,000, and 
most counties fell within ro, and virtually all within 20, per cent of that figure. Cheshire, 
with eight single-member constituencies, had an average of 54,383 inhabitants per 
seat.29 Each county, in addition, was to be awarded a number of borough seats which, 
altogether, would give a similar M.P.: inhabitant ratio, although it was acknowledged 
that particular borough seats would have to be much larger or smaller than the norm. 
In applying that principle the commissioners decided neither to continue Maccles- 
field’s borough status nor to grant it to Crewe, but to make both those towns the centre 
of county constituencies, balancing the urban votes with those from the rural hinter- 
land. In the case of Macclesfield that was also in part a penalty for the corrupt practices 
revealed there after the 1880 election. In the case of Crewe it was a misfortune for the 

22 H. Pelling, Social Geog. of British Elections, r885- Electoral Reform, 68. 


I9T0, 239-87. 26 Seymour, Electoral Reform, 97. 

23 Dod’s Electoral Facts, ed. H. J. Hanham, 60-1. 27 Ibid. 337. 

24 Ibid.; McCalmont’s Parl. Poll Books ... 1832-1918, 28 McCalmont, 55-7; Dod’s Electoral Facts, 60-1; Sey- 
ed. J. R. Vincent and M. Stenton, 55-6. mour, Electoral Reform, 292 n. 


25 C. Stella Davies, Hist. Macclesfield, 288-92; Seymour, 29 Seymour, Electoral Reform, 320-46, and app. 
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directors of the L.N.W.R. Co., who had successfully campaigned for corporate status 
for the town in 1877, and had hoped to turn it into a pocket borough of the company. 
In the first election for the new Crewe division their candidate, himself a director, was 
easily defeated by a local landowner who carried the solid support of the rural voters.3° 

One principle behind the 1885 bill was to create constituencies of equal size. Another 
motive was to create safe seats for each party. In 1832 and 1867 the constituency 
boundaries were taken from the ancient hundreds. In 1885 the boundaries were so draw 
as to separate the industrial from the purely rural and ‘commuter’ areas. In consequence 
seven of the eight county constituencies became relatively ‘safe’ seats: three industrial 
ones for the Liberals (Crewe, Northwich, and Macclesfield), two rural (Eddisbury, 
Knutsford) and two suburban (Altrincham, Wirral) for the Conservatives. ‘The remain- 
ing ‘mixed’ constituency of Hyde remainedo pen.3!'The commissioners left Cheshire with 
four borough seats: Chester, reduced to a single member, Birkenhead, which retained 
its single member, and Stockport, which remained a double constituency. That Birken- 
head, with 95,000 inhabitants returned one M.P., and Stockport with 70,000 inhabitants 
two, is evidence that prescription still carried some weight. 

The 2o0th-century changes more precisely reflected the attempts of the Boundary 
Commission to create ‘equal’ constituencies which kept pace with population changes 
without unduly violating local government boundaries.33 In 1918 Birkenhead was 
divided into two constituencies, and a new borough seat was awarded to the commuter 
town of Wallasey. Stockport remained a double-member constituency, one of the very 
few left undivided. The one unwonted development was the creation of a new ‘county’ 
seat, Stalybridge and Hyde, which straddled the Lancashire—Cheshire border, and which 
brought together two cotton towns and some rural villages from the two counties.*+ 
The other major change was that Chester, with fewer than 50,000 inhabitants, lost 
its separate representation. The division now included the city’s rural hinterland and 
was listed as a county seat. In all, the 1918 reforms increased the county’s representation 
from twelve to fourteen. In the limited reshuffling of seats introduced by the Speaker’s 
conference in 1944 two old seats, Altrincham and Knutsford, were divided into three 
new ones: the residential and light industrial towns of Altrincham and Sale, with the 
intervening area, becoming one seat, the south and west of Altrincham and the old 
Knutsford seat being made into two, Knutsford and Bucklow. In 1948, however, the 
Boundary Commission redesigned almost every seat, creating three more constituencies 
for the county in the process. Between 1948 and 1974 there were 18 M.P-.s returned 
from the ancient county.35 

It was argued above that the electorate of Cheshire in 1734 was about 7,000. On a 
national scale the number of enfranchised freeholders rose by 6 per cent in the period 
1754-1831.3° Hypothetically, since there was no contest in Cheshire from 1734 to 1831, 
the Cheshire electorate in 1831 would have been about 7,500. As a consequence of the 
1832 Act the number of registered electors for the county constituencies of Cheshire 
rose to 10,300,37 a probable increase of 35 per cent. Clearly elaborate efforts were made 
by the leading families and by nascent political organizations in the county to ensure 


30 Chaloner, Crewe, 152-60. 

31 Crewe constituency was formed from the county 
borough of Crewe, the unincorporated towns of Nant- 
wich and Sandbach and intervening countryside; North- 
wich constituency from the salt towns of the Weaver 
valley and adjacent countryside; Macclesfield from the 
towns of Macclesfield and Congleton, and their rural 
hinterland: Lee, Soc. Leaders, 37-8; Pelling, Soc. Geog. 
239-87. 

32, McCalmont, 55-7. 


33 D. E. Butler, Electoral System in Britain since 1918 
(2nd edn. 1968), 1-14. 

34 Stalybridge had returned a single member as a 
Lancs. borough since 1867. 

35 Butler, Electoral System, 102-22; F. W. S. Craig, 
Brit. Parl. Election Results, 1918-49, passim, and Boun- 
daries of Parl. Constits. 1885-1972, passim. 

36 Cannon, Parl. Reform, 290. 

37 Dod’s Electoral Facts, 60-1. 
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the registration of their supporters and dependants,38 but probably in Cheshire, as 
elsewhere, the feebleness of the registration procedures and the one-shilling registra- 
tion fee led to incomplete and inaccurate recording of electors.39 Many gentlemen and 
substantial non-resident freemen later told Earl Grosvenor that their agents had failed 
to register them.4° As late as 1847, when registration was better supervised, in just 
half the districts of the South Cheshire constituency 36 of those registered had died 
before the listings were drawn up, 40 had already sold up and moved, 53 had left their 
tenant farms, and 114 were listed under an out-of-date address. That represents a 10 
per cent margin of error amongst those included, without taking account of those 
entitled to vote who had not registered.41 By the 1860s the number of county electors 
had risen to 12,800, an increase of 24 per cent, considerably less than the rise in the 
size of the population, which was about 60 per cent.‘ The ratio of electors to popula- 
tion was also very low compared with other counties. The county ratio in 1850 for all 
counties was 1:20°7; in South Cheshire it was 1:25-8, in North Cheshire 1:33-3.43 

The effect of the franchise reform in 1867 was far more marked than that of 1832. 
By the early 1870s there were over 20,800 registered voters in the three county consti- 
tuencies, an increase of 60 per cent. The elector: inhabitant ratio for Cheshire was now 
very close to that in other counties (at 1:15), which suggests that the previous low ratio 
was due to the large number of tiny smallholdings in the county.44 Much greater, how- 
ever, was the effect of the 1885 franchise act extending the vote to all male householders. 
It increased the number of electors in the eight county seats to almost 100,000, which 
had risen to 120,000 by the early 1g00s, although the individual constituencies still 
had quite a wide range of electorates from the 9,000 in Macclesfield division to the 22,000 
in Wirral.45 

The growth of the electorate in the boroughs can best be gauged by reference to 
Table II. The effect of the £10 household franchise introduced in 1832, although very 
different in the different towns, was in line with the pattern elsewhere in the country. 
The ratio of voters to inhabitants in all cathedral cities averaged 1:12, and that in the 
industrial towns averaged 1:29. The 1867 Bill, which enfranchised all ratepayers, 
brought the figures for all towns closer together and made a far higher proportion of 
the inhabitants entitled to vote. But only after the 1885 Act had made the franchise 
comparable in town and countryside did the number of inhabitants in all the seats 
come close together,*° and only then did the borough and county divisions of Cheshire 
come to resemble one another in respect of the numbers of electors and the relationship 
between the number of electors and the number of inhabitants. There were other 
important respects in which the two types of constituency differed from one another 
between 1832 and 1885, but became indistinguishable in the years after 1885. 

As Table III shows, there were far fewer contested elections for the county seats 
than for borough ones in the years 1832-85. Between 1832 and 1867 there were only 
six contests in the county seats: the northern division was polled in 1832 and 1841, 
and saw a contested by-election in 1848, while the southern division was polled in 1832, 
1837, and 1841. The new Mid Cheshire division was the only one polled in 1868 and 
there was no contest in any of the divisions in 1874. In 1880, however, there were 


38 There are many references to such activity in the 41 Seymour, Electoral Reform, 131. 
Grosvenor MSS., papers of 2nd marquess, unfol., bdles. 42, McCalmont, 55-7. 
of letters 1831-2. 43 Tbid. 

39 Seymour, Electoral Reform, 184. 44 Seymour, Electoral Reform, 292 n. 


4° Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of 2nd marquess, 45 F. W. S. Craig, Brit. Parl. Election Results, 188 5- 
letters 1831-2, unfol., e.g. from Thos. Brooke, vicar of 1918, 230-8. 
Wistaston, Loyd Hesketh of Thurstaston. J. H. Leche 46 McCalmont, passim; Seymour, Electoral Reform, 342- 
remarked ‘I think many have not registered in this part of 50, 489-518. 
the county and I daresay it is the same everywhere’. 
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contests in all three. Meanwhile the new boroughs were contested on almost every 
occasion, the only exception being Macclesfield in 1859. Chester lay somewhere in 
between: the seats were uncontested in 1835, 1841, 1847, and 1852, but fought in 
1832, 1837, 1857, and consistently thereafter.47 

In 1832 all five Cheshire divisions were polled, but in the next seven general elections 
(1835-59) most of the seats were uncontested. Then came a change: in 1865 4 out of 6, 
in 1868 and 1874 5 out of 7, and in 1880 and 1885 all the divisions were fought. The 
transition to regular contests was not, therefore, a simple development from the reforms 
of 1885, but was probably connected with the development of better party organizations 
in the wake of the reforms of 1867.48 

In the period 1885-1918 5 constituencies were polled at all 8 general elections;+9 
3 were polled 7 times;5° and 2 more 6 times.5! Knutsford was polled only 4 times, and, 
not surprisingly, was the last of the seats dominated by a single family: the park of the 
Egertons’ county seat runs to the very edge of the town of Knutsford. The Egerton 
influence was still dominant even in the 1890s. The M.P. from 1886 to 1906 was a 
member of that great county family, the Hon. Alan de Tatton Egerton. It took the 
Liberal landslide to dislodge him. He and his father had then occupied county seats in 
parliament uninterruptedly since 1832.52 After the First World War uncontested seats 
were very rare. Four seats were not polled in 1918, Eddisbury, Knutsford, Stockport, 
and Wirral, one in 1922, Eddisbury, and one in 1931, Altrincham.‘ 

One final contrast between the periods 1832-85 and 1885-1974 lies in the average 
length of service of individual M.P.s. There had been a considerable contrast between 
the periods 1547-1660, 1660-1734, and 1734-1832 in that respect. Whereas in the 
earliest period very few men served more than once or twice, the 18th century had seen 
the emergence of long-serving members both for the county and the city. 

The period between the 1832 and 1885 Acts saw little change in the pattern of tenure 
for the county seats from that which had prevailed in the previous century. Once elected 
to serve, the members stayed on until death or entry to the House of Lords removed 
them. One or two county M.P.s were defeated at the polls in that period: George Wil- 
braham and Edward Stanley, two radical Whig gentlemen, both first elected in 1832, 
were both defeated in 1841. Only one of the 17 county members sat in fewer than 3 
Parliaments, and g of them sat in 6 or more. By contrast, the borough representatives 
had much shorter parliamentary careers. Indeed, their average length of service, if the 
two Brocklehursts, who between them occupied Macclesfield seats for 65 years, are 
excluded, would be less than half that of the county members. Of the 31 borough 
representatives in the period 21 sat in only one or two Parliaments. Yet the main cause 
was not the higher incidence of contested elections in the boroughs. Only 7 incumbent 
members were defeated at the polls in the period.5+ Many more died or retired while in 
office. The difference is connected with the social background of the M.P.s. ‘The county 
M.P.s, being gentlemen and noblemen, were mainly young, when first elected, while 
the borough representatives were frequently self-made businessmen, manufacturers, 
and lawyers, entering politics in middle age. The average age of the borough members 
on first entering the House of Commons was 19 years higher than that of the county 
members. 


After 1885 there was little difference in the parliamentary ‘longevity’ of M.P.s for 


53 Craig, Election Results, 1918-45, passim. 


47 McCalmont, passim. 
s¢'T. Marsland (Stockport 1841); T. Grimsditch 


48 Tbid. 

49 Altrincham, Crewe, Hyde, Northwich, Stockport. (Macclesfield 1847); A. J. Williams (Macclesfield 1851); 
50 Birkenhead, Chester, Eddisbury. E. Salisbury (Chest. 1859); E. W. Watkins (Stockport 
5t Macclesfield, Wirral. 1859); W. Tipping (Stockport 1874); H. C. Raikes (Chest. 
52 Hanham, Elections & Party Management, 405. 1880). 
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the two types of constituency. Most strikingly, over 40 per cent of those who ceased to 
represent a Cheshire constituency between 1885 and 1945 were defeated at the polls. 
In that period the trend towards short periods of service in the Commons was more 
marked. Almost half of all the members sat in only one Parliament, and 82 out of 97 
sat in three or fewer.55 Yet the turnover was not so great as that suggests. Between 1832 
and 1949 there were 27 general elections. In only 7 of them were a majority of those 
returned for Cheshire constituencies newcomers: in 1832 6 out of 10; in 1885 g out 
of 12; in 1906 ro out of 12; in 1918 g out of 14; in 1922 and 1924 8 out of 14; in 1945 
Ir out of 14.56 

Most striking was the disappearance of the old county families after 1885. In 1880 
5 of the 6 county members came from landed families who had served on Elizabeth 
I’s commissions of the peace. In 1885 only Alan Egerton survived to perpetuate that 
tradition. At the same election a man not born and resident in Cheshire was elected 
to serve for a county constituency, the first of a new breed. Beside these changes the 
landslides of 1906 and 1945 are of a different and lesser order of significance. In the 
electoral geography of Cheshire 1885 was the great turning point. 
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Political Biography, p.144. The Rise of Party Politics, p. 149. Deference and Control, p. 153. Political 
Issues, p. 156. 


Political Biography 


The years since 1832 have witnessed a gradual collapse of aristocratic control of 
Cheshire politics. Initially the old élite, who for so long had based their economic and 
social power upon their landed wealth, retained their dominance by diversifying their 
interests into industrial and commercial concerns. By the late 19th century, however, 
they were being forced to surrender political control to a new group of men whose 
interests were less expressly local, whose election was less a reflection of status long 
since acquired, and whose success owed more to membership of national political 
organizations than to local connexions.5? Thus, to take a straightforward illustration, 
the proportion of all members of parliament born in the county declines from g5 per 
cent between 1734 and 1832 to 70 per cent between 1832 and 1885, 30 per cent between 
1885 and 1918, 25 per cent between 1918 and 1945, and 20 per cent from 1945 on- 
wards.58 

Tables V and VI analyse the place of birth and the principal occupations of Cheshire 
members of parliament. There is an obvious contrast in the years 1832-85 between the 
figures for the county seats and those for the boroughs. The most striking feature is 
the domination of the county seats by the old county families. In the 1870s Cheshire 
landowning was still dominated by a small group of great families to a greater extent 
than almost any other county. Almost three-fifths of its total acreage belonged to 88 
families with 1,000 acres or more each, and 27 per cent to 7 families with over 6,000 
acres each. Many of the landowners lived outside Cheshire: 29 of the 88 maintained 
no house in the county, and at least 20 of the remaining 59 lived principally in London. 


58 The full figures are: 45 men sat in 1 parl.; 25 in 2; 57 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 22-3, 29-38. 
12)1n) 335 i433 im 5s 5 in 65,2 in 58 'The biog. information here, and later in this section, is 
© ‘The above is based on information from McCalmont; derived principally from Who’s Who of Brit. M.P.s; Dod’s 
Who’s Who (every fifth year from 1898); Who’s Who of — Parl. Companion (for year following every general election 
Brit. M.P.s, ed. M. Stenton, i. 1832-85, and (in proof) ii. since 1867); Who’s Who for every sth year since 1898, also 
1885-1918; Dod’s Parl. Companion (for every year follow- 1910, 1924, 1931, 1950, 1965; D.N.B. 
ing a general election from 1867 on); D.N.B. 
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Political control resided with a minority within the landowning group,5? who divided 
the representation of the county seats amongst themselves. Only one ‘outsider’ pene- 
trated that charmed circle, W. Cunliffe Brookes, a Manchester banker, who sat for 
East Cheshire from 1869 to 1885.6° The other 15 came from ten county families, who 
owned an average of 6,700 acres in Cheshire.®! Their average income from land alone 
was over £19,000. The poorest of the group, the Leghs of High Legh, owned 2,800 
acres in Cheshire, 3,400 acres altogether, and had a landed income of £7,050 a year. 
Three of them, the Grosvenors, the Egertons of Tatton, and the Leghs of Lyme, each 
had rentals of more than £30,000 a year.®? 

Those ten families had two other distinguishing characteristics. First, they were not, 
when they furnished M.P.s, headed by peers. Lord Grosvenor, elected in 1830, had 
retired after 1835. The county’s other peerage families, the Cholmondeleys, Stamfords, 
de Tableys, Crewes, Combermeres, Delameres, and Vernons, did not put up sons for 
county seats.°3 Secondly, g of the 10 were lineally descended from families of the same 
name and abode who had served as J.P.s in the 16th century: the tenth, the Tollemaches 
of Dorfold, descended from the heiress of one of the most ancient of all Cheshire 
families, the Wilbrahams. The county members represented the oldest and wealthiest 
families in the shire. 

The borough seats differed both from those of the county, and among themselves. 
Only Stockport shook itself clear of the control of its leading economic and social élite, 
and developed a genuinely popular political base. At Chester the Grosvenors con- 
tinued to nominate one member from 1832 to 1874, when Norman Grosvenor, brother 
of the first duke of Westminster, retired. The election of 1874 was the first for over 150 
years not contested by the family. But their influence was not yet extinct. In 1880 the 
duke sponsored his nephew, Beilby Lawley, son of Lord Wenlock by Lady Elizabeth 
Grosvenor. Only 6 of the rr men who sat for Chester between 1832 and 1885 were 
born in the city or adjoining county: three Grosvenors, W. O. Stanley of Alderley 
(1850-7), and two men born at the Deanery, H. C. Raikes (1868-80) and P. S. Humber- 
stone (1859-65). Four others had close connexions with the city: Lawley as Grosvenor’s 
nephew; Sir John Jervis (1832-50), a barrister who had practised in Chester for some 
years before his election, W. H. Gladstone (1865-8), son of the Liberal Prime Minister 
whose country house at Hawarden lay close to the city; and Enoch Salisbury (1857-9), 
a Flintshire barrister who also owned Chester gas works. The only ‘outsider’ was J. G. 
Dodson, son of a Sussex landowner, a barrister who had risen as M.P. for East Sussex 
(1857-74) to be chairman of the Committee of the Whole House and Financial Secretary 
to the Treasury. Although the Grosvenors made little attempt to break their 1829 
pledge not to claim the second seat for the city, the men chosen were in the traditional 
mould, 6 landowners and 5 lawyers. 

Local men were also dominant at Macclesfield where two Brocklehursts, father and 
son, held one seat continuously from 1832 to 1886. The Brocklehursts were the largest 
employers in the town, and probably among the largest and oldest silk-weaving manu- 
facturers in the country. Between 1832 and 1847 they shared the representation with 
two other local men: the banker John Ryle, son of a leading figure in the silk and cotton 
trades of the town, and Thomas Grimsditch, a prominent local solicitor. In 1847 
Brocklehurst’s colleague was the London Chartist leader A. J. Williams, himself a silk 
mercer. More surprisingly, the member from 1852 to 1868 was E. C. Egerton, fourth 


59 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 17-19. counties, was Over 9,000 a. 
60 Who’s Who of Brit. M.P.s, i. s.v. Brookes. 62 J, Bateman, Great Landowners of Great Britain, passim. 
61 Their average landholding, including land in all 63 Cf. R. J. Olney, Lincs. Politics, 1832-85, 233- 
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son of Lord Egerton of Tatton, recently a barrister on the northern circuit, who stood 
as a Protectionist at a time when both parties were moving towards free trade, but 
when the silk industry was being hard hit by competition. Finally from 1868 to 1885 
the M.P. was David Chadwick, whose father was a Macclesfield man, but who was 
himself born and brought up in Manchester, where he had become an accountant and 
subsequently treasurer to Salford corporation. 

Between 1859, when it received its single member, and 1885, only two men sat for 
Birkenhead. John Laird, a Glaswegian who had moved his father’s shipbuilding 
business to Merseyside and had made a fortune by pioneering the manufacture of iron 
ships, retired from business in 1861 to sit as Birkenhead’s first M.P.°5 The Birkenhead 
Advertizer, not a paper sympathetic to him, admitted in 1865 that his election owed 
nothing to party principle, but was ‘dictated by faith in good works and . . . a lively 
sense of favours yet to come’.® On Laird’s death in 1874 his place was taken by David 
Maclver, chairman of the managing owners of Cunard shipping, a long-serving 
Liverpool councillor and second-generation Liverpudlian.°7 

Stockport differed from the other boroughs. There too men already established as 
the economic and social leaders of the town sought to establish control. In particular 
Thomas Marsland (1832-41) and Henry Marsland (1835-47), two unrelated local cotton 
manufacturers tried hard to monopolize the representation. Although they differed in 
politics, Henry preferred, in 1835 and 1837, to ally with Thomas rather than let a 
‘foreigner’ who shared his own Radical ideas gain a seat. But the strength first of the 
anti-Corn Law League and then of the Chartists was too great for the local manufactu- 
rers, and 1847 saw the election of two Manchester textile printers, Richard Cobden and 
James Heald, the first occasion when a Cheshire constituency returned two ‘outsiders’. 
Between 1832 and 1885 Stockport returned three ‘local’ members, four ‘Lancastrians’, 
and four others, including two London-born Radical barristers. Stockport politics were 
far more concerned with ‘national’ issues than were those of the other boroughs. At 
least 8 of its 11 M.P.s during that period were, however, concerned with the cotton 
trade. 

The period from 1885 to 1918 witnessed some striking changes, yet there remained 
a difference between county and borough members. Although only 12 of the 28 county 
members had been born in Cheshire, and although only 6 were county landowners, 
most of the remainder were prominent local figures, men who had established them- 
selves as ‘social leaders’ rather than as ‘public persons’.©8 The old aristocracy retained 
a near-monopoly up to 1885 and then surrendered it very quickly to their partners, 
the managerial and entrepreneurial arrivistes. A very similar change took place with the 
first election to the county council in 1889. The manufacturers, bankers, and lawyers, 
who had become active members of the magistracy alongside the old landowning 
families, dominated the first elected council. The shift in the parliamentary sphere was 
achieved without rancour or dispute. In 1880 the old aristocracy triumphed for the 
last time.°? In 1885 and 1886 men from three of the old county families were returned: 
H. J. Tollemache was to sit for Eddisbury,7° and Alan Egerton for Knutsford, both 
from 1885 to 1906,7! and Sir William Bromley-Davenport for the new county division 
of Macclesfield from 1886 to 1906. A fourth landowner, E. T. J. Cotton-Jodrell, who 


°* Davies, Macclesfield, 288-98, and passim; M. Crozier, surrender public office and still retain his social standing, 


An Old Ches. Silk Family, passim. while the latter acquires social status by taking up public 
65 D.N.B. life.’ 
66 Birkenhead Advertizer, 18 Mar. 1865. 69 Ibid. 32-8, 56-61. 
67 Who's Who of Brit. M.P.s, ii. unpubl., biog. 70 Previously M.P. for West Ches. 1880-5. 


68 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 5: ‘the essential difference between 71 Previously M.P. for Mid-Ches. 1880-5. 
a social leader and a public person is that the former can 
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sat for Wirral from 1885 to 1900, did not belong to the county establishment. His 
father had been bishop of Calcutta, he had been born and educated in the Midlands, and 
his 4,800 acres had come to him through his mother, the daughter of a wealthy clergy- 
man. The other four county seats fell to the new élite.7? In Altrincham the victorious 
candidate in 1885 was the barrister John Brookes, who in 1886 resigned the seat in 
favour of his uncle Cunliffe Brookes. At Crewe, the winner in 1885 was G. W. Latham, 
of a lesser Cheshire gentry line, himself a barrister interested in the land question and 
founder of the Farmer’s Alliance. At Hyde J. W. Sidebotham, a local millowner, was 
returned from 1885 to 1900. At Northwich the M.P. from 1885 to 1918 was Sir John 
Brunner, chairman of Brunner and Mond’s rapidly growing alkali works, soon to be 
largest in the world. Brunner, the son of a Swiss schoolteacher who had emigrated to 
England in the 1830s and worked in Everton, was the perfect example of the new élite. 
His political career was based on the successful management of a local industry 
strengthened by active service on numerous public bodies and extensive philanthropy.” 
No Cheshire landowner came forward thereafter to contest a seat until Sir Walter 
Bromley-Davenport won Knutsford in 1945.74 More typical were Cunliffe Brookes 
(Altrincham 1886-92), W. S. B. Maclaren, the worsted cloth manufacturer (Crewe 
1886-gr), Joseph Hoult, a Liverpool shipping magnate (Wirral 1900-6), Sir Andrew 
Sykes, chairman of the Bleachers’ Association (Knutsford rgro—22), and W. H. 
Lever, later Viscount Leverhulme, founder of Lever Brothers (Wirral 1906-r10), like 
Brunner, a major local benefactor and philanthropist. Between them the landowners, 
manufacturers, and bankers dominated the county representation in those years. ‘There 
were in addition six barristers all practising on the northern circuit, and mostly con- 
nected with the county establishment. A. Lyulph Stanley (Eddisbury 1906-10) was the 
fourth son of Lord Stanley of Alderley; Henry Barnston (Eddisbury 1910-29) came 
from a minor but ancient Cheshire landowning family, as did G. W. Latham (Crewe 
1885-6). Although only 12 of the 28 county M.P.s were born in Cheshire, 9 more were 
born in Lancashire, mostly in Manchester or on Merseyside. All of them had business 
interests in Cheshire, as did three of those born far from Cheshire. 

In general, then, the years 1885-1918 saw the county seats occupied by members of 
a new élite, who were still very much local men. In the boroughs it was already very 
different. None of the M.P.s for Chester in this period were born in the north-west. 
B. W. Foster (1885-6) was an Irish physician who had practised in the county; R. A. 
Yerburgh (1886-1906, 1910-18), a Lincolnshire man, had practised as a barrister on 
the northern circuit, as had Alfred Mond (1906-1910), the son of Ludwig Mond, co- 
founder with Brunner of I.C.1. Birkenhead, too, abandoned men of local birth, selecting 
in turn a retired general,75 the son and heir of an earl,7° the proprietor of a national 
newspaper,7? and, as the county’s first Labour M.P. in 1906, a former carpenter who 
was a leading figure in the Co-operative movement.78 Two of Stockport’s nine M.P.s 
during the period were born there, but one of them (B. Melville) had left as a boy, and 
when elected in 1895, had lived in Surrey for 20 years. Only Sir Joseph Leigh (1892-3, 
1900-6) was born and still worked in Stockport, where he owned a cotton factory. 


72 The ‘new men’ defeated the old aristocracy not at the 
polls, but in the committee rooms. None of them faced a 
squire in the elections. 

73 Lee, Soc. Leaders, 33-4. His philanthropy included 
giving a public library to Northwich and guildhalls to 
Runcorn and Winsford, his public service included 
founding a Salt Compensation Board to help the victims of 
subsidence, and the vice presidency of Ches. Football 
Assoc. 

74 R, A. Ward, younger son of the earl of Dudley, sat for 


Crewe, 1895-1900, though he had neither land nor close 
family ties with Ches. 

75 Sir Edw. Hamley. 

76 Arnold, Vet. Bury, son of the 7th earl of Albermarle, 
who had married the daughter and heir of Ld. Egerton of 
Tatton. 

77 Elliot Lees, owner of the People and master of the 
South Dorset Hunt. 

78 H. H. Vivian, also chairman of the Co-operative 
Tenants’ Housing Association. 
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Others owned mills in Lancashire, but few had any close contacts with Stockport 
before their adoption as candidates. 

During the succeeding period, 1918-45, however, the characteristics of the M.P.s 
for county and borough constituencies were very similar, and divergencies can be 
explained by the Labour party’s control of the boroughs. In general there was a decline 
in the number of members with Cheshire connexions. Only a sixth were born in the 
county, and the proportion born outside ‘Lancastria’ rose from a third to a half. Very 
few of them worked in Cheshire: there were three barristers from the north-western 
circuit, three Merseyside shipping-line directors, and a director of I.C.I. The members 
were not county leaders. There were no great landowners amongst them, nor any great 
entrepreneurs or county benefactors like Brunner and Leverhulme. Indeed no fewer 
than five of the eight Cheshire-born M.P.s were born and educated at Birkenhead, the 
sons of middle-class parents. Of the 49 M.P.s for the 14 Cheshire seats in those years, 
all but a few could be counted as the new ‘public persons’: men who had established 
themselves comfortably in business, the professions, or, on the Labour side, in the 
trade union bureaucracy, and who looked to parliamentary service to acquire recogni- 
tion. Most of the Cheshire county members in the period 1832-1918 warranted entries 
in county directories and in the nascent Who’s Who before they served in Parliament. 
That was not true of most of those who served after 1918. There were men who were 
‘social leaders’, but significantly none of them had any prior connexion with the 
county.79 It is notable that several of the more prominent Cheshire members were men 
seeking refuge after losing seats elsewhere in the country. That had not happened in 
the previous periods, but between 1918 and 1945 8 former M.P.s found themselves 
new seats in Cheshire. 

The process was completed after 1945. The election of that year saw a clean sweep 
of all the sitting members except for Sir Arnold Grisley (1935-55). Three of the new 
members had local connexions: Sir Walter Bromley-Davenport at Knutsford (1945- 
70), Dennis Vosper (Runcorn 1945-64), a former Conservative Party agent at Knuts- 
ford, and Selwyn Lloyd (Wirral 1945-74), a district councillor at Hoylake before the 
war. ‘I'he other candidates of both major parties were chosen from the lists provided by 
Central Office and Transport House. During the next 25 years 7 Cheshire men were 
elected from the 18 constituencies. Rather more were men who had moved into the 
county and like Vosper and Selwyn Lloyd, had worked their way up through serving 
for their party in local government. They included most of the teachers and lecturers, 
who formed a new occupational grouping amongst the M.P.s. The period since 1918 
had already seen the election of fewer of the manufacturers and entrepreneurs who had 
dominated the representation in the decades before the Great War. Since 1945 only one 
such man has represented a Cheshire seat. The background of the M.P.s in the 1950s 
and 1960s was professional: engineers, accountants, barristers, working directors, 
teachers. Until 1974 only one woman, Eveline Hill (1950-64) had represented a con- 
stituency within the ancient boundaries of Cheshire. In that year, however, two others 
were elected.8° 

‘There were other notable differences in the backgrounds of representatives of the 
parties after 1885. Table VII shows strikingly the extent to which the Conservatives 
rather than the Liberals looked outside the north-west for their candidates. Half of all 
Cheshire Liberal M.P.s were born in the county, and several others had set up in 


79 Lord Colum Crichton Stuart, 3rd son of the marquess __ the aeronautics pioneer. 
of Bath, a diplomat; Sir Edward Grigg, former Governor 80 Tables VII, VIII, and IX are based on the material 
of Kenya; J. S. Allan, diplomat; J. T. C. Moore-Brabazon, cited in n. 58 above. 
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business there as manufacturers or barristers. The Conservatives recruited more than 
half their members from men not previously connected with Cheshire by birth or 
economic ties. The Liberals, moreover, preponderated among the manufacturers, 
representing the new élite. For the later periods after 1918, the numbers are not large 
enough for any conclusions to be drawn, except for noting the trend common through- 
out the country towards Tory strength among the new managers and industrial bureau- 
crats, and the rise of the Labour intellectuals, after the Second World War, at the 
expense of working trade unionists, which appears from Table IX, giving the educa- 
tional background of the M.P.s of each party since 188s. 

Of the minority of the county members between 1832 and 1885 educated at public 
schools and Oxford or Cambridge University,8! most had gone to Eton and. Christ 
Church. After 1885 a majority of all members had gone to public schools, or had 
been tutored privately at home, but less than half had been to university. Several 
future Conservatives went straight into the army, usually for a short period. In the 
second period, from 1918 to 1945, more than three-quarters of the Tory M.P.s went 
to a public school, while barely a quarter of the non-Tory M.P.s did so: the proportion 
of graduates was one half among Conservatives and a fifth for the other parties com- 
bined. In the period since 1945 the proportion of Conservatives who had had a public 
school and university education remained unchanged, but there was a new kind of 
Labour member. While only one of the 13 Liberal or Labour M.P.s was at public 
school, ro had been at university: 5 of the Labour members were teachers and lecturers; 
a sixth, Edmund Dell, was a former Oxford don who had become an executive with 
I.C.I.; one was a nonconformist minister, G. Lang, two were barristers, S. Schofield 
Allen and Sir Frank Soskice, and two others, M. Orbach, a former engineer, §? and 
P. H. Collick, were trade union officials. Two Labour members newly elected in 1974 
were respectively director of a public film corporation, and an official of the National 
Union of Teachers. 


The Rise of Party Politics 


By the late 19th century and throughout the 2oth all the Members of Parliament were 
primarily ‘party’ men. Although they might differ from the party leaderships in par- 
ticular matters, they stood as candidates of national parties, acknowledged themselves 
generally bound by party whips, and had their elections managed by party organiza- 
tions attached to national political bodies. Before 1885 the nascent electoral organization 
in most constituencies was essentially local and autonomous, and only sprang to life 
at election time. Although most M.P.s had principles which allowed contemporaries 
clearly to identify them as Tories, Whigs, or Radicals, most of them attempted to 
disown such labels, and proclaimed themselves ‘independents’ in the 18th-century 
tradition. 

At the 1832 elections most candidates defined themselves predominantly with refer- 
ence to the Reform Bill. In 1835 the candidates were at pains to stress, above all things, 
that they were ‘independents’. Thus John Jervis, standing for Chester, claimed that he 
had assiduously applied himself to all his public duties, paying devoted attention to 
the electors’ interests, and sought neither place not preferment.*3 George Wilbraham, in 
South Cheshire, said that although his record ‘may not have met the views of the 
violent of either side, it has been in the truest sense, independent’.8+ At Macclesfield 


81 ‘The totals are uncertain, and the sources incomplete, 83 Chest. Chron. 2 Jan. 1835. 
for the period before 1885. 84 Tbid. 
82 Formerly M.P. for Willesden, 1945-50. 
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Thomas Grimsditch claimed that it mattered not to him which party of the aristocracy 
was in power; he would support any ministry which aimed to promote prosperity of 
trade and manufacturing, ‘on principles of pure independence’.*5 At Stockport Major 
Thomas Marsland boasted that he had not systematically supported or opposed the 
Government. *® 

Such claims were reiterated at succeeding elections at least until the end of the 1850s, 
and as much in the new boroughs as in the county seats. Thus in 1852 James Heald 
told the ‘independent’ electors of Stockport that he was ‘a true independent tied to no 
party’.87 In 1857 William Gibb promised to give ‘independent’ support to Palmerston, 
but not ‘to follow implicitly the dictates of any minister’.®§ 

The notion of ‘independence’ compounded several meanings. It referred to the free- 
dom of the candidate from dependency upon others. Just as, in the 18th century, 
candidates sponsored by the Grosvenors were said to be ‘dependents’ of the house of 
Eaton, so candidates at Stockport often stressed their freedom from the corporate 
interest of the Manchester chamber of commerce. Secondly it meant freedom to act in 
accordance with conscience, rather than being bound by pledges given to the electorate. 
Several candidates emphasized their role as representatives rather than delegates, and 
refused to be drawn on the burning questions of the moment, even though, by taking 
sides, they might gain the second votes of electors committed for or against particular 
reforms. Thus William Tatton Egerton, contesting North Cheshire in 1832, said that 
‘he would do everything upon experience and not upon theory’.8? Only one candidate 
ever abandoned that notion of the M.P.’s freedom of action. The veteran Cheshire 
Whig, Edward Davies Davenport, fighting Stockport in 1832, declared that once elected 
he would stand down if ever asked to do so by the electors.°° The word ‘independent’ 
also implied an intention to refuse any place in the government or at court which would 
bind a member to support the party in power. 

Only two men representing Cheshire constituencies occupied ministerial or court 
office in the years 1832-67, Robert Grosvenor (Chester 1832-47), comptroller of William 
IV’s household, and E. J. Stanley (North Cheshire 1832-47), Secretary to the Treasury 
1835-41 and a founding member of the Reform Club. Between 1868 and 1885 two 
M.P.s for Chester held office: H. C. Raikes (1868-80), deputy speaker 1874-80, and 
J. G. Dodson (1874-85), Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster 1882-4. There is little 
evidence that any other Cheshire members were place-seekers. The image of indepen- 
dence was easier to maintain because much parliamentary time was occupied with local 
and private Acts®? which were non-party issues, dividing men on a regional basis or 
members for urban seats from those from rural areas. At other times, as over farming 
issues such as the problems of the graziers after 1846, members might follow personal 
interests or those of their tenant farmers against those of their party.% 

Not all candidates stressed their independence. In 1835 John Ryle at Macclesfield 
made a qualified commitment to the Tory cause when he said that he ‘approved of the 
declared intention and policy of the new ministry and would support them so long as 
they adhered to their programme’,* and in the North Cheshire election in the same 
year John Tollemache asked all ‘independent men’ to support his campaign as ‘a 
constitutional Whig’.°5 But the only uncompromising declaration of party allegiance 
came, surprisingly, from a Grosvenor. Robert Grosvenor, again in 1835, wrote that he 


85 Macclesfield Courant and Herald, 10 Jan. 1835. 91 N. Gash, Politics in Age of Peel, 405, 407-9, 420. 
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had never hesitated to avow himself a party man, because he believed that it was by 
party alone that important results could be obtained.% 

Independence, however, remained a respectable credential, and was claimed by 
most up to the 1860s; and the Grosvenors, Robert notwithstanding, most proudly 
proclaimed it. ‘Thus in 1832, when Earl Grosvenor had everything to gain by allying 
with a candidate of equally impeccable Whig views, he insisted that he was an inde- 
pendent. Sir John Stanley, canvassed for his support, revealingly replied that Gros- 
venor ‘will not allow me to call you a decided Whig, but I know you are not a Tory, and 
that you would be sorry to see a party opposed to all correction of abuses triumph’.97 
Grosvenor declared at his nomination that his principles forbade him to be bound by 
ministry or electorate and required him to judge every issue on its merits. From long 
before 1832 until beyond 1867 the Grosvenors were temperamentally Whigs, and they 
gave general support to reforming governments from the 1830s down to the 1860s. The 
arrival of Gladstone, through his marriage, at Hawarden Castle brought the two families 
into close ties of neighbourliness, cousinage and political sympathy. In 1866-7, how- 
ever, Hugh Grosvenor helped both to defeat Gladstone’s reform bill and to secure 
Disraeli’s, believing that any new reform bill must be achieved as a bi-partisan or 
non-party measure. He even attempted to found a non-party ‘independent’ news- 
paper.8 

By 1885 far less was heard of ‘independence’. Its credibility had been eroded from 
the 1850s, as the electorate increasingly demanded clear commitments from candidates, 
but was finally destroyed by the rise of party organization. After 1850, particularly 
with the emergence of two or more newspapers in each of the parliamentary boroughs, 
candidates could not evade direct questions and pledges, particularly about religious 
questions and foreign policy. Even candidates for county seats, when they were con- 
tested, were more specific about their political attitudes than before. By the late 19th 
century, M.P.s were also subject to more lobbying from pressure groups amongst 
their constituents. William Bromley-Davenport (Macclesfield 1886-1906) was 
bombarded with advice and requests from his constituents, which ranged from a 
demand that he support a bill permitting local authorities to build crematoria, or 
another bill restricting vivisection, to a request from the Homing Pigeon Fanciers 
Society that he should vote for a private bill to ‘stop the evil of poachers and pot- 
hunters’ shooting their birds. Dozens of such letters and petitions survive amongst 
his papers.9° 

So long as the members financed their own campaigns, and were nominated by local 
caucuses and not national bodies, they could claim a freedom to proceed solely accord- 
ing to conscience. Thus the growth of national party organizations in the period be- 
tween 1867 and 1885 was a decisive turning point in determining the role of the M.P.! 
Earlier national party agencies, before 1867 most importantly the national political 
clubs of the 1830s and 1840s, and the agents of the party whips’ offices, had been 
essentially advisory or co-ordinating services, offering propaganda, and information 
on how to register electors, and helping to promote or defend petitions about election 
infringements. Cheshire men were involved in both; E. J. Stanley was a founding 
member of the Reform Club which brought together the old Whigs and the Radicals, 
and James Coppock, a Stockport solicitor, became ‘the indispensible Whig party 
factotum’, a crucial liaison man between the Whips and the constituencies. Nevertheless 
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such bodies played, as yet, little part in choosing candidates, financing campaigns, or 
providing directives on policy which local parties must heed.? 

More significant in that transitional period were the local parties which replaced the 
old informal caucuses of gentry. A formal caucus had certainly existed at Chester in 
the early 19th century, and promoted the triumph of Sir John Egerton. But it was almost 
exclusively concerned with breaking Grosvenor control over the corporation and the 
parliamentary representation. The Cheshire Whig Club, founded in 1821, was a more 
advanced body. It aimed to find policies sufficiently drastic to avert the contempt of 
ultra-reformers without alienating moderate opinion. That plan involved claiming the 
restitution of the constitutional rights established between 1689 and 1701, embodied 
notably in the place bills and triennial parliaments, which had since been lost.3 Despite 
attacks from those who demanded a clear commitment to franchise reform and a 
redistribution of seats and from those Whigs who felt any commitment to specific 
measures to be dangerous,‘ the club thrived, and soon had 160 members in the county, 
‘from the highest down to the upper end of the middle class’.5 In 1832 the club provided 
the finance and organization for the Whig campaigns that won two of the four seats and 
induced a third victor, Lord Grosvenor, to seek their assistance, despite earlier reluc- 
tance.° By the 1830s all candidates created ad hoc organizations at election time. Typical 
was that of the Grosvenors in South Cheshire in 1832. It is clear that both the Whigs and 
the ‘Tories had launched similar bodies. By the late 1830s the Cheshire Conservative 
Association was also advertising free legal advice to ‘persons of conservative principles’ 
about registration as electors.? At the same time both parties developed regular organ- 
izations in the boroughs. In Stockport, for example, the Operatives’ Conservative Asso- 
ciation was founded in June 1835 and a similar organization opened in Macclesfield, 
probably at the same time. Both were strongly Anglican, and to judge from the reports 
of their anniversary dinners in the late 1830s, upholders of the more reactionary Tories. 
They toasted the Duke of Wellington and denounced the moderate Old Whig, W. C. 
Brocklehurst, as ‘a joint in O’Connell’s tail’.8 Probably, however, neither party devel- 
oped elaborate party machinery until after 1867. Thus in Macclesfield, the local Liberal 
and Conservative Associations, with central committees supervising the activities of 
three or more agents in each ‘ward’, gradually developed between 1868 and 1880; 
similar associations are thought to have emerged at Chester at the same time.? 

The ‘independents’ who disappeared as central party organizations gained author- 
ity after 18851° were replaced by a new kind of member who stood for an agreed 
package of policies, rather than as a man committed only to approaching all issues 
with an open mind, concerned primarily with the welfare of his own constituents. 
From the first years after the changes in local government in the 1880s, it became 
increasingly difficult for men not sponsored by the party associations to be elected 
either to the county council or to Parliament.'! Very few non-party candidates achieved 
more than a tiny parliamentary vote after 1885, although their candidature sometimes 
affected the result. An independent’ Tory Protectionist won 14 per cent of the vote at 
Birkenhead in 1906, enough to cause the defeat of Sir Elliot Lees, Conservative member 
since 1886 and a Free Trader, thus giving Labour its first Cheshire seat.!2 In 1942-3, 


2 Gash, Politics in Age of Peel, 393-427. 8 Ibid. 2 June 1837. See also ibid. 30 June, 14 July 1837. 
3 Jn. Rylands Libr., Bromley-Davenport MSS., corre- 9 C. O’Leary, Elimination of Corrupt Practices in Brit. 
spondence s/iv, unfol., Davenport to Ld. John Russell, Elections, 1867-1918, 136-40. 
30 April 1822. 10 Hanham, Party Management, passim. 
+ Ibid. unfol., letters 2 Oct. 1824, 6 Dec. 1821. ™ Lee, Soc. Leaders, 92-105. 
5 Ibid. 30 Apr. 1822. 12 Dod’s Parl. Companion (1906); Craig, Parl. Election 
6 Ibid. 25 Oct. 1825. Results, t88 5-198. 
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indeed, by-elections for Wallasey and Eddisbury produced freak results; two indepen- 
dents defeated candidates put forward by the coalition government and unopposed by 
the main parties, but in 1945 both independents lost.!3 


Deference and Control 


In 1832 most landlords believed that they had the right to influence the votes of 
their tenants and neighbours. Yet the extent to which that right was used, and the 
element of compulsion, should not be exaggerated. In June 1846 Henry Coppock, the 
veteran Whig agent, told Davies Davenport that the beer barrel and drapers’ ‘declara- 
tions’ were much less used than formerly, and both the candidates and their supporters 
put to far less expense by shorter polls. Of all the forms of political control previously 
available to the aristocracy, only the family compact remained powerful at elections.'4 
Family agreements were indeed still very important. The candidates were chosen by 
caucuses of gentle families, with whom rested decisions on whether a seat should be 
contested, and who might often negotiate about it. Thus in 1835 the Whig and Tory 
caucuses in South Cheshire agreed to divide the representation between them. 'T’o the 
obvious embarrassment of the Whigs John Tollemache decided to run as a second 
‘independent’ Whig, and the ‘official’ Whig caucus felt constrained both to dissociate 
itself publicly from his cause, and to subject him privately to such heavy pressure that 
he withdrew.!5 Similarly the success of the Grosvenors there in 1832 had owed less to 
their direct appeal to the electorate than to the secret negotiations which their friends 
carried out with the Whig and Tory caucuses, to gain the second preference votes of 
both.?¢ In the county seats, at any rate, no one outside the gentry could undertake a 
campaign or present the electors with a choice wider than that sanctioned by the gentry 
itself. Sometimes, as in 1847, the caucuses agreed to divide the representation and to 
offer the electors no choice at all.!7 Only if they set up rival slates, did the many tenant- 
farmers and smallholders have a certain freedom of action, whose extent could only 
be determined by minutely analysing the poll-books. Letters sent to Lord Grosvenor 
at the 1832 election suggest that the opinion of landlords about the propriety of their 
dictating to their tenants varied greatly. A few were blunt and to the point. Sir ‘Thomas 
Mostyn-Champny wrote: ‘I have only time to say with pleasure that your Lordship 
can now command the second votes of the Mostyn tenancy at Beeston.’!® George 
Cornwall Legh said that he had ‘told’ his tenants to vote for Egerton and Grosvenor.!9 
Far more wrote to say that they would not direct their tenants, but only advise them 
of their own preferences: thus Lord Vernon had told his agent that his tenants might 
vote as they pleased, but that, if they chose to consult Vernon, he would recommend 
Grosvenor and Wilbraham.?° In Vernon’s main manors, three-quarters of the tenants 
appear to have followed his preference.2! Such conduct was not simply a specious or 
cynical exercise. John Tollemache, himself a Whig candidate in later elections, similarly 
expressed a preference for Wilbraham and Grosvenor, while asserting that ‘landlords 
ought not to press their dependents in a way that might prevent their giving a con- 
cientious vote’, and allowed the Tory candidate, Sir Philip Egerton, to canvass the 
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tenants personally.** Moreover, for every landlord who attempted to direct his tenants, 
there were two who refused even to make a recommendation: thus Edward Lloyd 
refused to advise his tenants, for he judged that the true intent of the Reform Bill had 
been ‘to prevent the improper intervention of landlords’.23 That was not simply a polite 
way of saying that he supported Grosvenor’s opponents. A majority of his tenants did 
vote for Grosvenor in the event. Many landlords clearly felt it proper for them to 
commit one of the votes of every tenant, but to leave them free to express a personal 
preference with their second vote.?+ 

In the event the electors in most townships voted together. In a sample of 460 voters 
from 16 townships in the Congleton voting district, 79 per cent voted in the same way 
as the majority from their own village. Yet the minority who stood out against their 
friends and neighbours was substantial.25 Although the Whigs swiftly accused the Tory 
landlords of considering ‘that their tenants were mere slaves, without any rights 
whatsoever of exercising their judgement in the election’,2° the bulk of the evidence 
Suggests that the authority of the landlord was more moral and psychological: they 
reasonably expected their tenants to look to them for leadership, advice, and guidance. 
Rewards rather than punishments were the devices employed. Thus Joseph White of 
Sutton Hall proposed to give a good dinner to those of his tenants who voted for 
Egerton and Grosvenor, and others followed suit.2?7 The evidence from Davenport’s 
canvass in 1846-7 suggests a similar situation.28 

The county seats thus remained subject to the influence rather than the control of 
the gentry, while the more aggressive forms of manipulation were developing in the 
new towns. No landowner was so coarse-grained as the Chief Mechanical Engineer of 
the L.N.W.R., F. W. Webb, who wrote in 1878: ‘If the people of Crewe do not study 
the company’s interest, I shall not be responsible for what the directors will do in 
reference to putting on the rates’, meaning an increased poor-rate to support those 
dismissed.?? Charges, however, of threatening employees, made against the Brockle- 
hursts at Macclesfield and the Marslands at Stockport, may well be partisan and 
unreliable. Yet the level of probity in borough politics was manifestly lower than in 
the county seats. E. D. Davenport, the veteran Whig reformer and a man committed 
to the secret ballot, complained bitterly in the wake of his defeat at Stockport in 1835, 
less at the behaviour of the tenants and workmen who followed ‘good landlords’ than 
at the independent electors who had sold themselves ‘for the highest price offered, and 
promised their votes in a state of intoxication’.s° 

The statement in 1847, that the ‘beer barrel’ and ‘decarations’ were less used,3! 
may have been true of the county seats, but not of the boroughs, where treating and 
undisguised bribery remained rampant, Chester and Macclesfield being amongst those 
which were extensively corrupt in the 187os.32 In 1880 both boroughs were disfran- 
chised, and 15 town governors from Chester and 10 from Macclesfield scheduled for 
corruption. It was found that £9,000 had been illegally spent by the Conservatives 
alone at Chester, much of it on treating and on colourable employment. At Macclesfield 
refreshment tickets worth 6s. or 12s. had been commonly issued by the Brocklehursts 
in the 1840s as they established their political hegemony in the town, and when their 
control was challenged in the 1860s they reverted to indiscriminate treating. In 1880 
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more than 80 per cent of the 5,000 voters were thought to have received bribes, 2,782 
of them being named.33 In the county seats it was less easy to identify corrupt practices. 
Many voters had to travel several miles to the poll, and it was far from clear whether 
the provision of transport by the candidates was permissible. 

The clearest evidence of electoral practices comes from the campaign organization 
for Earl Grosvenor in 1832. He began by establishing a central committee of pro- 
minent supporters who would publicize their support for his candidature, pledge 
financial assistance, and organize fund-raising ventures. In addition Grosvenor set up 
divisional committees in each polling district, each presided over by an ‘agent’ who 
in turn superintended the ‘captains’ appointed in every village or hamlet. The captains 
sent in full canvass returns and reported on the activities of opposing candidates. ‘The 
canvass returns give the voting intentions of more than 85 per cent of the registered 
voters. Grosvenor himself wrote to influential gentlemen and clergy, and travelled 
twice around the constituency attending fund-raising dinners, public meetings, and 
local government gatherings which large numbers of voters were likely to attend. Late 
in November the committee organized its plan for the poll itself. ‘The ‘captains’ were 
to make all necessary arrangements to get potential supporters to the polls. They were 
to hire carts or other transport to convey electors; they were to be issued with printed 
cards telling every voter where and when to assemble; those living furthest from the 
voting station were to be brought first to the poll; a second canvass throughout the 
constituency was also ordered. At the next meeting further instructions for the poll 
were issued. All captains who got supporters to the polls were to have their expenses 
met and were supplied with one ticket for the refreshments for each such voter. The 
organization was very successful. In a sample of 32 townships in Nantwich hundred 
the canvass had estimated that Grosvenor would receive 328 votes. In fact he achieved 
346. The only serious error was at Burland where only 9 of the 15 expected supporters 
appeared. A comparison of the canvass and poll book returns for 6 of those townships 
shows a 95 per cent accuracy of prediction. There were not major defections in all 
directions: men voted as they said they would.3¢ 

To some extent there were counter-pressures from voters upward, upon the candi- 
dates and landlords, although the evidence for them is less accessible. Especially in 
the elections of 1832, 1847, and 1852 the gentry and social leaders were conscious 
of popular pressures exerted on them. The 1831 and 1832 elections were held against 
a tense background of ‘Captain Swing’ riots, which drove some landowners to feel that 
reform was imperative, and others to fear catastrophe if any concessions were made.35 
More than 500 men took part in a riot when the poll was taken in Stockport in 1835. 
Sixty special constables sworn during the first day of the poll failed to prevent the 
smashing of windows and furniture at the home of Major Thomas Marsland, the Tory 
candidate, and the infantry had to be summoned from Manchester to keep order on the 
second day.3¢ At the 1852 election at Stockport there was an outbreak of religious riot- 
ing involving both the Irish Roman Catholic minority, and large Church mobs which 
burned and demolished Catholic chapels. The Stockport Advertizer said that ‘from 
the commencement of the election contest, ... there were no great political principles 
involved in the struggle, but . . . the battleground was Protestantism and Popery’, and 
alleged widespread popular intimidation of electors, although the election day itself was 
the quietest on record, since the anti-corruption laws had kept all the alehouses and 
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inns shut.37 After Richard Cobden’s defeat at Stockport in 1837, his Radical supporters 
had less violently organized a boycott of all the tradesmen and publicans who had 
voted against him. He reported that, to avoid loss of custom, ‘butchers and greengrocers 
in the market place cry out from their stalls, Cobden beef, Cobden potatoes etc.’.38 


Political Issues 


The mid rgth century may have witnessed the politics of deference. Yet it would be 
foolish to assume that the extensive debate about public issues which preceded every 
election was mere ritual. In 1832 every candidate had emphasized his attitude to 
reform. The Whigs and Radicals, although everywhere on the offensive, took the 
Reform Bill, the Maxima Carta, as Sir George Wilbraham called it, not as an end in 
itself, but as providing the opportunity for wider reforms. Lord Grosvenor was quite 
clear about the need for them; he aimed ‘to renovate and repair, not to pull down and 
demolish; and to prevent both the decay of age and the dry rot of corruption from 
undermining the fabric of the constitution and causing it to crumble into a heap of 
ruins’. Nine of the ten successful candidates emphasized both the pressing need for 
overhaul, and the conservative nature of the necessary reforms. E. J. Stanley was 
typical in his proposals, demanding the gradual elimination of slavery in the Empire, 
the commutation of tithes, and further reform of the church, and also in his thinking 
the Reform Bill itself ‘final as a means but not as an end .. .’. Wilbraham looked for 
tithe commutation, the reform of monopolies, and rapid moves to emancipate the 
slaves ;5? John Jervis at Chester demanded reform of the corporations and a new Police 
Bill;#° Henry Marsland at Stockport opposed tithes, slavery, economic monopolies, 
and the corn laws, and demanded triennial parliaments and a programme of economy 
and retrenchment.#! But most would not commit themselves to detailed proposals, 
only undertaking to view sympathetically any bills brought forward on their chosen 
points. Significantly Admiral Tollemache, who alone committed himself whole- 
heartedly to detailed proposals, and talked about change not restoration, was heavily 
defeated when his fellow Whig, Stanley, would not endorse his programme.‘ 

Throughout the 1830s candidates made their general view of the alternative adminis- 
trations clear, and thereby endorsed general programmes of action, yet always within 
a general context of ‘independence’, emphasizing that their support was conditional 
upon the intentions of the party leaders being honoured in the detail of their legislation. 
Most candidates, particularly in the borough seats, proclaimed an overriding opposition 
both to the expense of the government and the centralization of power. Specific issues 
attracting attention in their printed addresses and speeches included the tithe problem 
(1832, 1835, 1837) and the rights of protestant dissenters (1835). The problem of free 
trade and the corn laws,*3 in 1837 the dominant point only at Stockport, where Cobden 
was defeated after a bitter contest, was everywhere the principal issue in 1841. In the 
county seats it then led to the defeat of two men who had been returned in 1832, 15359 
and 1837, the Whigs E. J. Stanley and George Wilbraham, who campaigned for a 
radical reform of the Corn Laws, but at Stockport, to the triumph of Cobden and the 
Anti-Corn Law League.‘4 
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In the ensuing elections economic reform declined to secondary significance. The 
1847 elections were quietly contested, despite the Chartist success at Macclesfield,4s 
and propaganda was more concerned with the personalities of the party leaders than 
hitherto. In the elections between 1852 and 1868 the county seats were not contested, 
so that the Tory members felt it unnecessary and unwise to do more than issue 
desultory and bland promises to judge all proposals on their merits. The borough 
campaigns were livelier. At Stockport in 1852 all three candidates, the sitting members 
James Heald (Peelite) and James Kershaw (Whig), and J. B. Smith (President of the 
Manchester Chamber of Commerce), advocated similar programmes; all accepted the 
need to remove remaining restrictions on trade, all called for a general extension of 
education, all accepted the need to enlarge the suffrage. The only political difference 
was that Heald opposed the secret ballot. The election turned on religious issues, what 
Heald called ‘the late aggression of Rome’, and it was his campaign against the extension 
of Roman Catholic rights which caused the sectarian rioting described earlier.4° 

Elsewhere, too, religious issues were dominant in the 1850s and early 1860s. The 
Conservative Birkenhead Advertizer, for example, disparaged John Laird’s victory at 
Birkenhead in 186r for his ‘holy alliance with the Roman Catholic body’.47 Church rates 
were also prominent.*® The question of further parlimentary reform came to dominate 
electioneering. In 1865, for example, H. C. Raikes, standing at Chester as a Conserva- 
tive, expressed a willingness to ‘give the working classes a share, but not an undue 
share, in the election of Members of Parliament’ while opposing the ballot,49 and the 
Liberal Lord Grosvenor cautiously claimed that ‘while opposed to the lowering of 
the franchise’ he was ‘in favour of its extension . . . where this can be done without 
giving undue preponderance to any one class of the population’.5° Similarly both 
candidates at Birkenhead would only advocate ‘support for a well-considered measure’ .5! 
Foreign policy was mentioned in election addresses for the first time in 1857, when 
the merits of Cobden’s motion over Canton were referred to by candidates at both 
Stockport and Macclesfield.52 

Yet the prevailing electoral mood at elections between 1852 and 1865 was torpid. 
Even the newspapers failed to find major divisions between the candidates. The county 
seats were uncontested: Macclesfield returned John Brocklehurst, the Liberal silk 
magnate, and E. C. Egerton, a Tory lawyer from the great landowning family, without 
serious challenge; Stockport chose two staunch Liberal manufacturers; only Chester 
saw a change of M.P.s. Earl Grosvenor held first place throughout, joined by either 
another Liberal or a former Peelite.53 H. C. Raikes, Tory candidate there, recorded 
that ‘the prolonged experience, the recognized moderation and frank common sense 
of Lord Palmerston, together with the general contentment now existing among all 
classes, have produced a sort of armistice between contending parties, which must not 
however be mistaken for a permanent peace .. .’.5+ The Liberal Birkenhead Advertizer 
finally declared for the Conservative John Laird: ‘a moderate politician, all his opinions 

. . characterized by strong common sense. He is opposed to extreme measures, and 
his views are reasonably Liberal.’s5 

Issues, then, were debated and stated. Yet the election results themselves remind us 
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that caucus politics even more than deferential voting were the key to electoral success. 
In 1832, 1835, 1837, and 1847, three or four of the five constituencies returned one Tory 
and one Whig. That was not because of the closeness of the support for each party. In 
1832 the Whig E. J. Stanley dissociated himself from the more radical views of Admiral 
Tollemache and procured his defeat by the Tory Tatton Egerton. At Stockport the 
radical Whig J. H. Lloyd joined forces with a local Tory mill-owner to keep out two 
other Whigs with whom he was on bad terms.5¢ At Macclesfield two silk manufacturers, 
one Whig and one Tory, allied together against a Whig banker, Thomas Grimsditch.57 
At Chester no Tory appeared at all, and three Whigs fought for the seats; Robert 
Grosvenor was accepted as first choice, and the effective battle lay between the other 
sitting member, J. F. Maddocks, a townsman and ‘a zealous reformer without being 
a visionary’, and John Jervis, a barrister and ‘foreigner’ who carefully praised the 
Grosvenors while attacking the ‘infamous abuses which exist within the Corporate 
establishments of the Country’. Despite a virulent campaign against him for his Tory 
ancestors by the Chester Chronicle,5* Jervis trounced Maddocks by a margin of 2 to 1. 

In South Cheshire the main battle lay between the Whig reformer George Wilbra- 
ham, and the moderate Tory, Sir Philip Egerton, who denounced Lord Grey’s Bill, 
proclaimed the church to be in danger, and attempted to portray the ministry as 
corrupt and hypocritical. Lord Grosvenor, standing as an independent in 1832, had 
very few first preference votes and depended upon the second preference votes of both 
parties. Many Whig gentlemen promised to commit their support to him, once Wilbra- 
ham’s election was secured; similarly with Tory squires. If the two parties ran neck 
and neck, he could expect to be squeezed out. In the event, Wilbraham’s lead over 
Egerton at the end of the first day was just sufficient (2,171 to 1,929) for him to commit 
the second votes of his supporters to Grosvenor on the final day, so that he established 
a lead of 110 over Egerton.59 

In 1835 every seat except Chester® was split between Whigs and Tories.°! In North 
Cheshire both parties agreed not to put up a second candidate. In the southern seat 
Grosvenor withdrew rather than fight another exhausting campaign and although a 
second Whig, John Tollemache, canvassed the county, the coolness of Wilbraham’s 
friends towards his campaign forced him to withdraw. At Macclesfield the silkmen 
again combined to exclude the professedly independent Thomas Grimsditch, even 
though Brocklehurst campaigned on the reforming record of the Whigs, while Ryle 
‘approved of the declared intentions and policy of the new [Tory] ministry’. Even 
more remarkably at Stockport Henry Marsland, a Whig mill-owner, committed his 
second preference votes to an old local rival, the Tory Thomas Marsland, to keep out 
E. D. Davenport, the Radical landowner, who alleged that Henry had betrayed him 
because ancient attacks by Davenport on the combination of manufacturers to defend 
low wages and the corn laws still rankled with him.®3 There were similar alliances of 
candidates reflecting opposing political principles at several later elections, notably in 
1847 when the Whigs were happy to secure one uncontested seat in North Cheshire, 
and the ‘Tories wished to avoid bitter divisions within their own ranks following the 
repeal of the Corn Laws.°+ Such decisions of caucuses about how best to win seats 


5© Chest. Courant, 18 Dec. 1832. opposed. 
8? Macclesfield Courier, Nov. and Dec. 1832. 6t There were no changes in 1837 either, although every 
88 Chest. Chron. Nov. and Dec. 1832. e.g., ‘we believe it seat except South Ches. was contested. 
is with Mr. Jervis’ relations as with an Irishman’s potatoes 62 Macclesfield Courier, 3, 10, and 17 Jan. 1835. 
—that the best part of them is underground.’ 63 Stockport Advertizer, 16 Jan. 1835. 
59 Eaton Hall, Grosvenor MSS., papers of znd marquess, 6+ Jn. Rylands Libr., Bromley-Davenport MSS., corre- 
unfol.; Huxley, Lady Eliz. 82-109. spondence, 5/iv, unfol. 


®> Where the two M.P.s of 1832 were returned un- 
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at minimum expense remained the most potent single factor until after 1867 in county 
and borough elections. 

By 1885 the growth of party machinery in most constituencies, the influence which 
the party headquarters in London could increasingly bring to bear on the choice of 
candidates, the availability of outside funds, the larger electorate, the secret ballot, 
and even the end of double constituencies, which precluded deals resulting in split 
representation, were combining to make party conflict the essence of political action; 
the great ‘national’ issues became the essential feature of election addresses and debates. 
Henceforth, Cheshire politics lost most of their distinctiveness. Election results rarely 
diverged from the national trend, and, the increasing intrusion of ‘outsiders’ symbolized 
the new relationship between Cheshire politics and those elsewhere.°5 Tables X and XI 
clearly show the dominance of the Conservative party in the county. Only in 1906 and 
the first election of 1910 did the Conservatives fail to hold at least half the seats, 
although they only achieved a ‘clean sweep’ in 1924. They polled more votes than any 
other party in 22 of the 23 general elections after 1865 and received more than half 
the total vote in over half the general elections since the rise of the Labour party in the 
years before 1914. Their lead in 1923 over the Liberals was only 2.3 per cent, and in 
1945 that over Labour only 2.4 per cent, but otherwise was very considerable. The 
Labour party, succeeding the Liberals as the second party in 1918, has retained that 
position in Cheshire without interruption since 1924, but not until 1935 did it gain 
more than 30 per cent of the vote, and only in 1951, when Liberals stood in only 2 of 
the 18 seats, did it achieve 40 per cent. The figures in Table XI, however, can be mis- 
leading, for not every seat was contested by all parties on every occasion. In 1892 
and 1895, although the Conservative: Liberal proportions of the vote remained almost 
identical with those of 1886, there was a considerable ‘swing’ to the Conservatives, 
since four seats held by them in 1886 were not contested in the later elections. Similarly 
the Liberals’ lead in votes over the Conservatives in 1906 would have been larger had 
they contested Birkenhead. 

After 1885 the Conservatives contested almost every seat. In January rgro they put 
up no candidate at Birkenhead, and only one candidate for the double seat at Stockport. 
In 1918 they did not contest Stockport or Crewe; in 1922 they did not oppose a ‘Lloyd- 
George’ National Liberal at Crewe and put up only one candidate at Stockport; in 193 
they put up no one at Birkenhead East, and in 1931, 1935, and 1945 did not oppose 
the National Liberal candidate at Eddisbury. Labour, by contrast, did not field a 
candidate in every constituency until 1945, and between 1918 and 1935, averaged only 
g candidates for the 15 seats as did the Liberals. After 1945 Labour fought every seat, 
while the Liberals fought only 2, 4, and 6 of the 18 seats in 1951, 1955, and 1959, but 
most of the seats in 1964, 1966, and 1970. To offset that imbalance and provide a 
fairer method of comparison, Table XII gives the average percentage of the total vote 
won by the candidates at each party at each election, and also, from 1950, the average 
for all candidates of that party in the United Kingdom. Those figures too demonstrate 
that the Conservative predominance is not illusory. Indeed the Cheshire Tories polled 
better than their rivals even in those years when they lagged behind nationally (1945, 


1950, 1951, 1964, 1966). 


65 Based on Craig, Brit. Parl. Election Results 188 5- 
Igto0, 1918-45, 1950-70. The tables include all the 
constituencies listed by the Boundary Commission Reports 
as Ches. county or borough seats, whereas the following 
exclude Birkenhead, Stretford, and Wythenshawe from 
their calculations. Other material is drawn from: R. B. 
McCallum and A. Readman, Brit. General Election of 


1945; H. G. Nicholas, Brit. Gen. Election of 1950; D. E. 
Butler, Brit. Gen. Election of 1951, Brit. Gen. Election 
of 7955; D. E. Butler and R. Rose, Brit. Gen. Election of 
1959; D. E. Butler and A. King, Brit. Gen. Election of 
1964, Brit. Gen. Election of 1966; D. E. Butler and M. 
Pinto-Duschinsky, Brit. Gen. Election of 1970. 
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The 23 general elections between 1885 and 1970 fall into three groups with con- 
trasted electoral patterns. In the 5 elections between 1885 and 1900 there was extra- 
ordinary electoral stability, the Conservatives always polling between 52:7 and 51-2 
per cent of the popular vote. In 1886 they gained three seats from the Liberals,® but 
in 1892, 1895, and 1900 only one or two seats changed hands.°7 Similarly there was 
very little difference between the results from different seats. In each of the seven 
seats contested both in 1885 and 1886 there was a swing from the Liberals to the 
Conservatives. In only one case, Northwich, did it exceed 5 per cent. Similarly in 1892, 
6of the 7 constituencies recorded a swing of less than 5 per cent, that time to the Liberals, 
except at Northwich once again, where there was one of over g per cent.°8 During the 
whole period only once, at Crewe in 1895, was there a swing of more than 10 per cent. 

The 1906 Liberal landslide inaugurated a new phase of far greater electoral flux. 
There were larger swings between the Liberals and the Tories; that at Altrincham in 
1906 being 17-2 per cent. Indeed by contrast with the five preceding elections, all 
but one constituency in 1906 recorded a swing of more than 5 per cent to the Liberals 
compared with 1900. In most constituencies there was one of more than 5 per cent 
back to the Conservatives in January 1910. Far more important, that swing coincided 
with the emergence of the Labour party as an electoral force. Only one candidate from 
outside the Conservative and Liberal organizations had stood between 1885 and 1goo: 
G. S. Christie as an Independent Labour Party candidate at Hyde in 1895, where he 
won under 5 per cent of the vote. In 1906 the Labour party candidate at Stockport 
topped the poll, 750 votes ahead of the single Liberal, and 2,700 votes of the first of 
the two Conservatives. Labour also contested Birkenhead, which the Tories had won 
in 1900 without a contest, winning easily in a three-cornered contest against the sitting 
Conservative, and a Tory Protectionist. Labour held both seats in the elections of 1910. 

Henceforth there was a prolonged struggle between Liberal and Labour, over which 
was to become the second party in the county. In the early 2oth century the two parties 
were certainly appealing to the same electors; not until 1929 did Labour win seats in 
three-cornered contests with both Liberals and Conservatives, and between 1918 and 
1945 only two Liberals ever won seats where they were faced by Labour as well as 
Tory opponents. Some remarkable results ensued. Between 1918 and 1922 there was 
a general revival of Liberal fortunes. The average vote of Cheshire Tory candidates 
dropped from 59:0 to 50:4 per cent: the average vote of Liberal candidates rose from 
25°7 to 36:6 per cent. At Birkenhead East, where the Liberals had come a poor third 
in 1918, their candidate won the seat in the absence of a Labour candidate. 

The elections of 1923, 1924, 1929, and 1931 saw the most spectacular changes of all. 
In 1923, there was a swing from the Conservatives to the Liberals of at least 7} per cent 
in all seats except one, and in 1924, an equally large swing back. Nevertheless, except 
for a few results like that at Birkenhead East in 1922, all the seats moved in much the 
same way at the same time. ‘There was a swing from the Tories to the Liberals in 1922 
and 1929, and an opposite one to the Conservatives in 1924 and 1931, in every seat. 
There was a swing from Conservative to Labour in every seat in 1923, 1929, 1935, and 
1945, and from Labour to Conservative in 1924 and 1931. Only the distribution of 
votes between Liberals and Labour looks more confused, their comparative shares 
changing in different directions in different seats in 1922, 1923, 1929, and 1931. 

Between the World Wars the Conservatives contested almost every seat, while the 
other parties sometimes fought most, sometimes only a few seats. Thus Labour con- 


66 Chester, Hyde, Northwich. 68 A seat already regained by the Liberals at a by- 
°7 1892: Northwich; 1895: Crewe and one seat at Stock- _ election in 1887. 
port; 1900: as 1895. 
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tested 10 seats in 1922, but only 6 in 1923, then g in 1924, II in 1929, and g in 1931. 
The Liberals contested between 10 and 13 at every election in the 1920s, but only 4 
and 5 in 1931 and 1935. One result was that virtually no candidates did so poorly as 
to forfeit their deposits. Two Liberals lost deposits in 1918, but no candidates, other 
than independents, did so again until the Liberal rout of 1950, when io of their 16 
candidates received less than the required eighth. Both Liberals in 1951 lost their 
deposits, as did 2 of their 4 candidates in 1958, and 2 of 6 in 1959, 9 of the 15 in 1964, 
3 of the 13 in 1966, and 7 of the 14 in 1970. Remarkably no official Labour or Con- 
servative candidate ever lost his deposit in Cheshire until Labour lost one at Cheadle 
in 1970. 

By 1945 the Labour party were firmly established as the second party in Cheshire. 
They contested every seat after 1945, but never dislodged the Tories from control of 
a majority of the seats or gained the higher proportion of the popular vote. ‘The period 
after 1945 was also one of remarkable electoral stability. No seat changed hands in 1951, 
1955, Or 1959, and 12 seats out of 18, g Conservative, 3 Labour, have remained with 
the same party throughout the period, a contrast with 1885-1900, when only 4 out of 
12 seats, and 1918-45, when only 5 out of 14 remained in the uninterrupted possession 
of one party. In 1950-1 every seat recorded a swing from Labour to Conservative, but 
none of over 5 per cent, 15 of the 17 swinging by less than 3 per cent; in 1955 there 
was a swing to the Conservatives, in all but 3 remodelled seats, ranging between 0-2 
and 4:0 per cent. In 1959, however, despite the national swing to the Conservatives of 
I*s per cent, in 14 Cheshire seats there was a swing to Labour of between 0-2 and 
3°9 per cent. 

In 1964, 1966, and October 19749 there was a swing to Labour in all 18 seats and 
in 1970 a swing in all 18 to the Conservatives. The Liberals meantime had had an 
unhappy record in Cheshire. Between 1950 and 1970 their 70 candidates attained more 
than a fifth of the vote on only 4 occasions, each time in Cheadle, a new suburban seat 
created in 1948. It afforded the Liberals their only electoral triumph in Cheshire after 
the Second World War. In 1950 their candidates came third with 16-6 per cent of 
the vote, their second highest in the county. In 1951, it fell to 12-4, but in 1955 rose 
to 15-6 per cent, again their highest share. The breakthrough came in 1959 when their 
candidate pushed Labour into third place, but with a quarter of the vote was still a 
long way behind the Tories. In 1964 their share rose to 34:8 per cent mainly at the 
expense of the Conservatives, whose share fell to 46-7 per cent. That was, however, 
the only contest fought by all three parties in both 1959 and 1964 where the Labour 
share did drop. The Liberals had a basis for a major assault on the seat itself; in 1966 
Dr. Michael Winstanley, who had previously doubled their vote in Stretford, captured 
Cheadle with a majority of 675, and held it until 1970. 

In various ways, this section has chronicled the growing uniformity of Cheshire with 
national politics. The results from the various Cheshire constituencies have become 
more and more similar both to one another and to the national trend. Furthermore, 
the M.P.s elected in the 1970s were no longer men born within the county or linked 
with it by family, property, or employment. The politics of Cheshire had, finally, lost 
that distinctiveness and inwardness which had for centuries been amongst their 
essential features. By the 1960s, unlike the 1860s, 1760s, 1660s, or 1560s, it was possible 
to comprehend Cheshire’s parliamentary politics without any special grasp of its 
economic, social, and institutional character. In June 1970 a voter asked one of the poll 


69 No ‘swing’ can be calculated between the elections of 1970 and Feb. 1974 because of the major changes made in the 
constituency boundaries in the meantime. 
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clerks at a polling station in the Altrincham and Sale constituency why the names of 
Edward Heath and Harold Wilson did not appear on the ballot paper.7° He was attest- 
ing the final triumph of party politics, and of mass communication. The representative 
of the people had become the delegate of the party. 


7° Private communication. 


LABEES 


THE following tables relate to the parliamentary constituencies lying within the ancient 
county of Chester, including the county of the city of Chester and the areas separated 
in 1888 as county boroughs. They also include constituencies separated from the county 
before the Second World War and excluded from the calculations of the Oxford 
psephologists, i.e. Birkenhead, Stretford, and Wythenshawe. The tables take no 
account of the changes made under the Local Government Act, 1972. 


TABLE I: REPRESENTATION OF CHESHIRE 1832-1974 








Dates County Constituencies Borough Constituencies Total of 
M.P.s 
Double ‘Single Double Single 

To 1832 I ° ue ° 4 

1832-59 2 ° att ° 10 

1859-67 2 ° Be TS Il 

1867-85 3 ° ele rT 13 

1885-1918 ° 8 To 25 12 

1918-45 ° 9 Te Bh 14 

1945-50 ° 9 x 48 15 

1950-74 ° 10 ° Su 18 

1974- ° II ° gb 19 
@ Chester. & Altrincham and Sale, Birkenhead East, Birkenhead 
> Chester, Macclesfield, Stockport. West, Wallasey. 
© Birkenhead. » Altrincham and Sale, Bebington, Birkenhead, Stock- 
4 Stockport. port North, Stockport South, Stretford, Wallasey, 
© Birkenhead, Chester. Wythenshawe. 


f Birkenhead East, Birkenhead West, Wallasey. 


TABLE I]: GROWTH OF THE ELECTORATE 1832-1901 


Column A: Number of registered electors (approximate). 
Column B: Ratio of electors to inhabitants. 








Constituency I832 I854 FOG Igor 

A B A B A B A B 
Chester 2,000 Deo 2,500 TSU 7,000 137 8,000 Ti535 
Stockport 1,000 1:40 I,500 Ts5 7,500 1:8 13,000 1:6 
Macclesfield 700 T:30 1,100 L327 5,500 1:9 — — 
Birkenhead -- — --- — 4,500 ie Bote) 18,000 m6 
County 10,000 THs 12,000 nae 21,000 rs 120,000 1:6 





TaBLeE III: CONTESTED ELECTIONS 1660-1974 (EXCLUDING 


By-ELECTIONS) 
a a a 


County contests 1660-1734 I7 41-1831 1832-80 IS85-IgITI Ig1t8-74 

a a Es a EI ee ee Sees 
Possible 21 19 veh 56 160 
Actual II ° 9 47 I55 
Proportion 52% = 33% 84% 97% 

Borough contests 
Possible er 19 41 24 99 
Actual II 6 36 23 98 
Proportion 52% 32% 88% 96% 99% 


PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATION 
TABLE IV: LENGTH OF SERVICE OF M.P.s 1543-1945 





Number of | Average number Average number 


members of parliaments of years of 
served in parliamentary 
service 

1545-1659 

County seats 49 Tal — 

Borough seats 32 Ze — 
1660-1740 

County seats 16 2°9 — 

Borough seats 7 a7 — 
I7 41-18 31 

County seats 10 38 18:0 

Borough seats 14 2°9 16°3 
1832-85 

County seats 17 B07) 18°4 

Borough seats 31 2s I1‘o 
885-1918 

County seats 28 2°4 10'2 

Borough seats 16 2'2 9°5 
1918-45 

All seats 49 2°4 9°4 





(Those who served in two periods are included under both. Figures are for service in Cheshire seats only.) 


TABLE V: COUNTY OF BIRTH OF CHESHIRE M.P.s 1832-1974 


Cheshire Lancashire Elsewhere 


1832-85 
All seats 29 7 II 
County seats 15 I ° 
Borough seats 14 6 II 
T885-1918 
All seats 14 14 16 
County seats 12 9 7h 
Borough seats 2 5 9 
1918-45 
All seats 8 HS 26 
1945-74 
All seats 8 Io 26 


TaBLE VI: PRIMARY OCCUPATIONS OF CHESHIRE M.P.s 1832-1974 


A Landowners D Lawyers G Journalists 
B Manufacturers E Trade union officials H Officers in armed services 
C Merchants, shipowners, bankers F Teachers and lecturers I Other 





Al ay GO aE eh 


1832-85 
All seats ait 9 Om BOM Onn Om OnE 
County seats 15 ° TO Onn OREO REEO: 
Borough seats 6 9 7 Oe O Geen OC aan Ofmnn © mS 
I885-1918 
All seats 6 5 AS ee One Ae ames 
County seats ade o «6 Onmeax 2 
Borough seats 5 Ph eh Gb = Tel RP «Bh OQ 
Ig1t8-45 
All seats I Sime UA ONE ee Olt S Sine 7S 
1945-74 
All seats I mS GY EPO 


A HISTORY OF CHESHIRE 


TaBLeE VII: County oF BirtH oF CHESHIRE M.P 5 
BY PARTY 1885-1974 





Cheshire Lancashire Elsewhere 


I885-1918 
Conservative 6 8 12 
Liberal 8 6 2 
Labour ° ° 2 
1918-45 
Conservative 4 10 20 
Liberal 3 2 2 
Labour I 2 4 
I945-74 
Conservative 5 6 7) 
Liberal I I ° 
Labour 2 3 9 





TaBLe VIII: Primary OccupPaTIONS oF CHESHIRE M.P.s 
BY ParTy 1885-1974 


A Landowners D Lawyers G Journalists 
B Manufacturers E ‘Trade union officials HT Officers in armed services 
C Merchants, shipowners, bankers F Teachers and lecturers I Other 


eee 
Al BI Cal Dhar mG ae. 


I885-19r8 
Conservative 6 4 4a O © 4 H 8 
Liberal @) iis ORE 2 a OM OO MO MEE 
Labour ° ° Oe © © GO & S&S © 
I918-45 
Conservative 1 So 1 © © © # G6 A 
Liberal ° 2 Ss © © © @ 4 
Labour ° ° Oo 93) 93) 0, Ria or eer 
1945-74 
Conservative 1 Oo 3 GF @ # LF © 
Liberal ° ° Ta OMnLO mC mm On OMmEET: 
Labour ° I 22 a2 a OOO MEET 


LEA BOE IDS EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF CHESHIRE M.P.s 
1885-1974 


(Figures in brackets give the total number of each group) 


—_—_-_—ee eee — 


Conservative Liberal Labour 


I885-1918 (26) (16) (2) 
Public school/private tutor 22 13 ° 
Oxford and Cambridge 14 8 ° 
Other universities ° ° ° 

1918-45 (34) (8) (7) 
Public school/private tutor 27 3 I 
Oxford and Cambridge 12 2 I 
Other universities 5 I ° 

1945-74 (28) (2) (14) 
Public school/private tutor 24 ° I 
Oxford and Cambridge 15 ° 6 
Other universities 5 I 5 


ll 
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TABLE X: NUMBER OF M.P.s ELECTED FOR EacuH Party 1885-1974 


(Figures in brackets give the number returned unopposed) 





General election Conservative Liberal Labour 





1885 oF) 5 ° 
1886 10 (2) 2 ° 
1892 9 3 ° 
1895 11 (4) I ° 
1900 9 (4) 3 ° 
1906 ° 10 2 
1910, Jan. 4 6 2 
1910, Dec. 6 4 2 
1918 Ir (3) 21 (0) eet (L) 
1922 ie (a) 2a I 
1923 7 5 2 
1924 14 ° ° 
1929 8 (1) 2 4 
1931 13 (4)? I ° 
1935 T21(n)2 2 ° 
1945 ed ° 4 
1950 14 ° 3 
1951 14 ° 3 
1955 15 ° 3 c 
1959 15 ° 3 
1964 12 ° 6 
1966 9 I 8 
1970 13 ° 5 
1974, Feb. II I 7 
1974, Oct. 12 ° 7 





@ Including one supporter of Lloyd George’s National Liberals. 
> Including one National Liberal voting with, and unopposed by, the Conservatives. 


TABLE XI: NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF VOTES CAST FOR EACH PARTY 
AT GENERAL ELECTIONS 1885-1974 


A Number of candidates (opposed) B Votes C Percentage polled 





Conservative Liberal Labour Other 

A B C AaB Cc ASB: Cc Al G 
1885 eS Esl 4 Ome s 12, | Hy Ly ly Ma Kel 
1886 10 =. 41,938) 552°7 10 637,584 47°3 
1892 12 56,124 52:6 12 50,657 47°4 
1895 8 41,311 52°7 8 37,142 47°73 
1900 8 40,948 52-4 8 37,188 47:6 
1906 125 7,070 Aa 2 The Or Oo mee S77) 2TASS 72 LO7 mh gost} 55) 
I9io, Jan. Tien] 2525 Taras 12 0222725078 2 LOSS OQ meer. 
1910, Dec. I2 73,068 50:8 bt FK° 3 ty ACO 110) A GR eyiE: 9°3 
1918 Tey Gino) 7 41,976 20-0 SS 250/70m son Bylo) 1X0) 
1922 II 159,498 41°3 TOWN 27504503250 IO 699,729 -25°8 
1923 17 Oh oD hy Ac 1g NG yee — AeOT OOS DIOmmEL S75 
1924 14 251,761 58-1 Io 676,650 17°47 Qu 105,33 2472 
1929 13 240,602 42:0 I2 162,109 28:0 It 166,457 28:8 if tyQGR eg! 
1931 IO 337,854 63:5 8 GySah  ziPS 9 116,986 22:0 
1935 12 377,636 59:0 4 51,135 8-0 12 211,419 33°0 
1945 15 344,693 43°7 EO 91035358.) 1321 15 325,589 41°2 2 15,266 2:0 
1950 17 439,056 50°5 16 103,013. 11°8 i 7s 2012 00M 7-5 2) an-foy.lfe} (aye) 
1951 17 498,218 55°74 2 10,865 7c2, 17 390,022 43:4 
1955 18 470,582 58°3 4 23,643 2°9 18 313,454 388 
1959 18 487,108 56:2 6 50,243 5°8 18 329,695 38:0 
1964 18 403,972 45°5 15 ES 75 oS e727 18 326,942 36°8 
1966 18 410,160 46:6 D3 123,040) eco d 18 346,527 393 I 608 o 
1970 18 445,110 49:6 TA 2 1,205 mee sos 18 326,817 36°5 2S 520 OLA, 
1974, Feb. 19 429,802 42:1 19 249,262 24°6 19 342,790 33°5 
1974, Oct. I9 404,902 42:0 IQ 203,446 21°1 19 356,265  36°9 2 et, 105) Orn 
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TABLE XII: AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF VOTES PER CANDIDATE FOR EACH 
PARTY AT GENERAL ELECTIONS 1918-74 





Conservative Liberal Labour 
1918 59°'0 PING] 28°5 
1922 50°4 36°6 30°3 
1923 47°4 45°2 30°7 
1924. 54°5 28-0 340 
1929 41'9 30°3 32°0 
1931 65°5 35°7 28°7 
1935 56°9 32°2 35°1 
1945 458 18°5 39'8 
1950 49°8 (43°7) 12°6 (118) 38-0 (46-7) 
1951 51°7 (48-6) 100 (14°7) 41°7 (49°2) 
1955 57°2 (50°2) 12°9(15"1) 39°6 (47°3) 
1959 55°2 (49°6) 17°0 (16-9) 38:3 (44°5) 
1964 45°6 (43°4) 20°5 (18°5)  37°8 (44:1) 
1966 44°4 (41°8) 19°5 (161) —42°7 (48-7) 
1970 48:6 (46's) 15°3 (13'5) 39°2 (43°5) 
1974, Feb. 42°1 24°6 33°5 
1974, Oct. 42°0 211 36°9 





(Figures in brackets are U.K. averages for 1950-70 derived from the works 
of the psephologists of Nuffield College, Oxford.) 
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Delamere and Mondrem, p. 172. Macclesfield, p. 178. Wirral, p. 184. 


HERE were four forests in Cheshire: Wirral forest lay in the Wirral peninsula, 

Delamere and Mondrem in central Cheshire, and Macclesfield in the east.! 

They were always regarded as forests and not as chases, although they were 

held by a subject during their earlier history. No evidence has been found 
of forests in Cheshire before the Norman Conquest, and none of the forests is re- 
ferred to by name in Domesday Book, but by 1086 the earl had put land which was 
later in Delamere into his forest, and it already included land not held by him in 
demesne.” The Domesday account of Cheshire also contains the description of a forest 
belonging to Earl Hugh in ‘Atiscros’ hundred in north Wales.3 The forest of Wirral 
came into being in the early 12th century according to later tradition, and the earliest 
references by name to the forests of Delamere and Macclesfield occur in charters of Earl 
Hugh II (d. 1181).4 Express references to Mondrem do not occur until the 13th cen- 
tury though the chief forestership of Delamere and Mondrem was claimed to date 
from the early 12th century.5 

The forest of Wirral was created in a region where there was little recorded wood- 
land in 1086 and a relatively high density of population.© Delamere and Mondrem 
included uplands of Triassic sandstone overlaid in the valleys of the Gowy and Weaver 
by clay, sand, or gravel. References to woodland and settlements in the upland area 
were infrequent in Domesday Book. The forest of Macclesfield included the exposed 
moorlands of the Pennines and the adjacent slopes which were probably wooded. In 
both districts recorded settlements were few in Domesday Book. 

Forest administration in Cheshire was in many respects similar to that of other forests. 
There were hereditary chief foresterships of Wirral and of Delamere with Mondrem, 
eight hereditary foresterships in Macclesfield, and two hereditary foresterships in 
Delamere and Mondrem. There were foresters on foot subordinate to the chief foresters 
of Wirral, Delamere, and Mondrem, and riding foresters in Wirral, Delamere, and 
Macclesfield. In 1353 the Black Prince, then earl of Chester, created for Sir John 
Chandos the office of keeper and surveyor of all the Cheshire forests with an annual 
fee of £53 13s. 4d.7 Further appointments to the surveyorship are recorded in 1370 
and 1386, and in 1400 Thomas Wensley was appointed surveyor, master forester, and 
rider of Macclesfield, Delamere, and Mondrem.® He was succeeded in 1403 by John 
Stanley, and the offices remained in the Stanley family until the later 15th century.° 
No references to agisters and verderers have been found before 1347. Woodwards are 
not mentioned by name until later, though reference was made in 1351 to men who 
were fulfilling their function.?° 

Forest jurisdiction does not appear to have excluded that of the serjeants of the 


1 The help of Dr. I. M. Green with these articles is 6 The following paragraph is based on Domesday Geog. 


gratefully acknowledged. of Northern Eng., ed. H. C. Darby and I. S. Maxwell, 
2 Dom. Bk. (Rec. Com.) i, ff. 263b, 267b. cap. 6. 
3 Ibid. f. 268b. 7 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 122. 
4 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 430; T. P. Highet, Early Hist. of 8 36 D.K.R. 297, 111; Cal. Pat. 1399-1401, 31. 
Davenports of Davenport (Chetham Soc. 3rd ser. ix), 21, 9 36 D.K.R. 446; 37 D.K.R. 666, 484, 511. 
81; Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 211. 10 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 16. 


5 Chester 33/1 rott. 1, 7; see below, p. 172. 
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peace in Delamere, Mondrem, and Macclesfield, but Earl Ranulph HI (d. 1232) 
acquitted the freemen of Wirral from puture or hospitality for all serjeants except six 
foresters on foot, provided that twelve serjeants should be found and kept if required." 
The rights of hospitality enjoyed by the foresters of Wirral, Delamere, and Mondrem 
are noteworthy, though their other privileges are comparable with those of foresters 
elsewhere.!2 The annexation of the earldom by the Crown in 1237 seems to have brought 
no immediate change in forest administration, and in 1241 Henry ITI ordered that the 
woods were to be kept as they had been in the time of Earl Ranulph, and not otherwise 
wasted or assarted.'3 In 1249, however, it was decided to farm the county to the justice 
of Chester, and forests, with certain other items, were excluded from the farm and 
committed to an escheator. A protest by the community of Cheshire was unavailing.'4 
In 1259 a similar protest was made when the Lord Edward’s letter appointing ‘Thomas 
Orby keeper of the forests and escheats was read out in the county court. It was said 
that attention should be given only to the justice or his deputy in forest matters, and 
that no attachments should be allowed or judgements made except by him.'’ ‘The 
escheatorship remained, and although the county was sometimes held at farm by the 
justice there is no evidence that the forests were excepted from that farm. From 1301 
forest revenue appears in the chamberlain’s accounts. The grant of the manor, hun- 
dred, and forest of Macclesfield in 1270 to Eleanor, wife of the Lord Edward, was the 
first of a succession of such grants to royal ladies.'© Forest offences there were dealt with 
by the justice in his annual eyre at Macclesfield.!? The forest revenues were accounted 
for by a collector, who was also keeper of the gaol at Macclesfield." From 1403 the 
chief forester was also steward of Macclesfield manor, both offices being hereditary 
in the Stanley family.'° 

Forest law in Cheshire was in the main that of other forests, but there were some 
different customs in Cheshire. They arose partly from the concessions made by Ranulph 
III in his ‘Magna Carta’ for Cheshire.2° In clause 8 the earl conceded to his barons 
freedom to assart their own lands within the bounds of their husbandry (agricultura) in 
the forest; to grow crops on lawn or land formerly cultivated, without payment for 
settlement (herbergacio) ;21 to take housebote and haybote in their own woods without 
view of the foresters; and to give or sell their own wood at will. ‘Their men were not to 
be impleaded for the aforesaid unless they were taken with the mainour. ‘These con- 
cessions were extended to the knights and free tenants of Cheshire. It appears from 
clause 17 that even greater liberties within the forests had been sought but rejected. 

The custom relating to payment for assarts in Cheshire was different from that else- 
where, where payment was made on the crops grown on assarted land.’* In Maccles- 
field an annual rent was paid for each acre assarted.?3 In Delamere and Mondrem a 
charge, of 6s. 8d. an acre in Delamere and 5s. an acre in Mondrem, was levied at the 
time of assarting.*+ It is not clear whether or not a charge was made in Wirral.?5 


in the forest which had been cultivated and was not wooded 
could be approved at will without view or licence and 
without fine, subject always to the charge of 6s. 8d. for 
each acre approved: H. J. Hewitt, Med. Ches. (Chetham 
Soc. N.S. Ixxxviii), 15. 

22 Sel. Pleas of the Forest (Selden Soc. xiii), pp. Ixxviti- 
Ibio-o:< 23 e.g. Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 223-5. 

24 Cal. Ing. Misc. i, pp. 297-8. 

25 [bid. where it was found that although the men of 
Wirral had the right to assart according to the terms of 
Earl Ranulph’s charter, two justiciars had attached them 


11 R. Stewart-Brown, Serjeants of Peace in Med. Eng. 118. 

12 Tbid. 1-14. 13 Cal. Close, 1237-42, 330. 

14 Tbid. 1247-51, 185. 

15 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 2. 

16 Cal. Pat. 1266-72, 459. 

17 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. pp. Xxix—xxxii. 

18 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. tii. 540. 19 See p. 182. 

20 Cart. St. Werburgh’s Abbey, Chest. i (Chetham Soc. 
N.S. Ixxix), 104-6. 

21 Tait suggested that the word means a payment for 
cutting wood for building or repairing houses: Cart. 


Chest. Abbey, i, 104.n. 5. Cf. Revised Med. Latin Word- 
List, ed. R. E. Latham, where occupation or settlement 
of land is suggested. Tait was probably right to infer some 
kind of payment. A survey of 33 Edw. I found that land 


for land thus brought into cultivation. Cf. the claim of 
Richard Starky of Tranmere to assart his own soil by 
giving the earl 5s. an acre of heath and 6s. 8d. an acre of 
wood: 3 Sheaf, iv, p. 64. 
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Secondly, the right to take housebote and haybote without view seems to have afforded 
the owners of woods greater liberty than elsewhere, where housebote and haybote 
were taken under supervision.*© The question of the rights of those holding land in the 
forest recurred in 1351 when the Black Prince placed restrictions on pannage, estovers, 
and the taking of heath, turves, and gorse on demesne land.27 

Other differences in Cheshire custom became apparent at that time. In 1347 Justices 
were appointed to hold eyres in the Cheshire forests because of the destruction of vert 
and venison, and because the assize of the forest had not been well kept.?8 The justices 
imposed amercements for matters not previously regarded as offences, and in 1351 the 
Prince issued instructions concerning the forests which provoked petitions from the 
inhabitants of Wirral, Delamere, and Mondrem about the violation of their customary 
rights.2° The most important differences related to the lawing of dogs, the carrying of 
bows, and the holding of swanimote courts. The free tenants of Delamere and Mon- 
drem claimed that there had never been lawing there, and although there had been 
lawing in Wirral, the lords and parceners of vills claimed exemption from the liability.3° 
The Black Prince ordered that no bows or arrows were to be carried off the highway or 
in the covert, and only on the highway if the cord was removed.3! The men of Wirral, 
Delamere, and Mondrem objected that they were accustomed to carry bows throughout 
the forest without removing the cord. They also claimed that the swanimote courts, 
which the prince had ordered to be held every three weeks by the foresters to make 
presentments of all offences to the justiciar before each county court, were an innova- 
tion. No reference has been found to swanimote courts before 1 351, but they were 
held in Delamere and Macclesfield in the 15th century, and it seems that in that respect 
Cheshire had been brought into line with other forests. 

The procedure for dealing with forest offenders does not become clear until Edward 
I's reign. Forest pleas were dealt with by the justice of Chester, in the case of Maccles- 
field at his annual eyre held there. Special inquiries were also sometimes ordered. In 
1304 justices were commissioned whose terms of reference included an inquiry into 
purprestures, and in 1326 justices were commissioned to investigate and settle various 
matters in Macclesfield and its forest.s2 The most important of such periodic commis- 
sions were the eyres ordered by the Black Prince in 1347 and 1 a7. 

In August 1347 the justice’s lieutenant was ordered not to proceed with perambula- 
tions of the Cheshire forests without the presence of the justiciar or of the prince’s 
steward.%3 In November the justice was notified of the appointment of justices to hold 
eyres in the Cheshire forests, and shortly afterwards an inquisition was ordered into 
damage and trespasses in the prince’s forests, parks, and manors in Macclesfield 
hundred.3+ Claims to forest privileges as well as offences were heard by the justices 
and heavy amercements were imposed, extending to matters not previously regarded 
as offences. As a result of the protests which followed some fines were mitigated. 

The prince decided to visit his earldom for the first time in 1 353 to deal personally 
with complaints which had reached him, and an eyre for Cheshire and Flintshire was 
ordered at which one panel of justices, headed by Sir Richard Willoughby, was to deal 
with forest pleas, and another, headed by Sir William Shareshull, pleas of land, fran- 


26 'The assize of the forest laid down that owners of woods 29 Ibid. 24-6, 139-40. Less is known about customary 
could take wood freely to satisfy their needs, but only rights in Macclesfield. 
under supervision and without wasting the forest: Sel. 30 See pp. 186-7. 


Chart. ed. W. Stubbs (9th edn.), 187. A statute of 1327 3" Carrying bows in the forest had been prohibited by 
enacted that although owners of woods could take house- __ the assize of the forest: Sel. Chart. (ed. Stubbs), 186. 
bote and haybote without being attached, they were to do 32 Cal. Pat. 1301-7, 238; 1324-7, 296. 


so only by view: 1 Edw. III, Stat. II, c. 2. 33 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 113. 
27 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 15-16. 34 Ibid. 139-40, 157. 
28 Ibid. i. 139-40. 35 Tbid. iii. 27. 
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chises, trespasses, and the Crown.36 The community of Cheshire, however, objected 
that the holding of a general eyre was contrary to custom.37 A fine of 5,000 marks was 
accepted and the eyre was respited for thirty years.38 A court of trailbaston was held 
instead at which charges were brought against officials of the prince, including several 
against the foresters of Wirral. The chamberlain and former justice’s lieutenant and 
escheator were accused of various practices including poaching and destroying game 
in the forests, but the charges were dismissed because of lack of circumstantial detail.39 
The forest eyre which was to have been held was respited ‘until the legal period had 
elapsed’, but regards were nevertheless held in Macclesfield, Delamere, and Mondrem.?° 
A second eyre was held in 1357 despite fears of a conspiracy to defeat its findings.*! 
The inquiry into offences and privileges was far-reaching, and on this occasion the 
communities of Wirral and Delamere and Mondrem negotiated communal fines of 
£1,000 and {£2,000 respectively. No communal fine was paid by Macclesfield, but 
fines imposed on individuals and groups within the community were heavy.*? ‘The eyres 
of 1347 and 1357 should be seen as expedients to raise money from the earldom.*3 

Wirral was disafforested in 1376, and in the remaining forests clearance continued. 
By the 17th century Mondrem was virtually excluded from the forest area, and in 1627 
the boundaries of Delamere were not significantly different from those at disafforesta- 
tion in 1812.44 In 1503 an inquiry into purprestures and other trespasses was held in 
Delamere and Macclesfield. Attempts were still being made to enforce the forest 
laws in Delamere a century later.4¢ There were deer in both forests until the Civil War 
of the 17th century, but the deer in Delamere were destroyed at that time and not 
replaced.*7 


36 Tbid. iii. 111. 41 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iti. 278. 
37 For a valuable reconstruction of the events of 1353, 42, Ches. Chamb. Accts. 248-9. 
see P. H. W. Booth, ‘Financ. Admin. of Lordship and Co. 43 Booth, ‘Financ. Admin.’ cap. 4. 
Chest. 1272-1377’ (Liverpool Univ. M.A. thesis, 1974), 44 Map, Chester R.O., CR 63/2/692 (196). 


cap. 4. 45097 DUKG Res r25 Chester 33/9: 
38 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 112, 115. 46 39 D.K.R. 94; Ches. R.O., DAR/G/50/3. 
39 Chester 29/65 rott. 4-4d, 11d. 47 Cal. Treas. Bks. 1660-7, 160; Ches. R.O., DAR/A/32; 


40 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 115; Ches. Chamberlains’ Accts. E 178/5184 ff. 2v—3. 
GReSe.C11x), 207. 
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NEITHER forest was mentioned by name in Domes- 
day Book, but there were references to five places 
which had been put wholly or partly into the earl’s 
forest, and three can be positively identified as lying 
within the later bounds of Delamere forest. Three 
vills which had been wholly afforested, ‘Aldredelie’, 
Conersley, and ‘Done’, were waste in 1086 and were 
held by the earl in demesne.! The two partly affores- 
ted estates at Weaverham and Kingsley were held by 
under-tenants. At both there were hays for taking 
roe deer, and at Kingsley there was also a hawk’s 
eyrie.* Although it was claimed in 1353 that the 
chief forestership of Delamere and Mondrem dated 
from the time of Earl Ranulph I (d. c. 1129), the 
earliest contemporary evidence for Delamere seems 
to be the charter by which Earl Hugh II (d. 1181) 
granted land at Little Budworth and half the vert 
and venison of Delamere to Robert le Grosvenor. 
Clear indications of the existence of Mondrem do 
not occur until the later 13th century.4 From that 
time the charge for assarts in Mondrem was different 
from that in Delamere, and by the 14th century 
there was a forestership of Mondrem, but the forest 
was so closely associated with Delamere that it is 
impracticable to deal separately with its history. 

The bounds of the forests may be reconstructed 
from various sources, principally the 14th-century 
lists of vills paying a customary render called frith- 
mote and of vills liable to provide hospitality for the 
chief forester and his subordinates. Those vills lay 
between the rivers Gowy in the west, Weaver in the 
east, Mersey in the north, and an unnamed tributary 
of the Weaver in the south. It appears, therefore, 
that the area within those limits was the approximate 
extent of forest, within which Delamere lay north 
and west, and Mondrem south and east, of an old 
road called Peytefinsty, which has been identified 
as that from Tarporley to Weaverham.® The forest 
region contracted during the later Middle Ages, a 
process of which the details are lost. From c. 1600 

* Dom. Bk. i, f. 263b. For ‘Aldredelie’ and ‘Done’ see 
P.N. Ches. (E.P.N.S.), iii. 161, 239-40. 

? Dom. Bb. i, ff. 267b, 263b. 

3 Ches. R.O., DAR/G/6r1; Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 
211i. 

+ Chester 33/1 rott. 1, 7. If Mondrem was created later 
than Delamere it would explain why Little Budworth and 
part of the land belonging to the forestership of Delamere 
apparently lay within Mondrem. 

5° Ches. Chamb. Accts. 35; Ches. R.O., DAR/G/61; and 
see map p. 173. The bounds have been discussed by Hewitt, 
Med. Ches. 169-70, and B. M. C. Husain, Ches. under 
Norman Earls, 55-9, who used as evidence the list of vills 
which paid a rent of custom pigs, although the chamber- 
lains’ accounts to not say that those vills were within the 
forest, e.g. Ches. Chamb. Accts. 35. There is also an un- 
dated list of vills in B.L. Harl. MS. 21 15, f. 80, printed by 
Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 107. They lie within the boun- 
daries already described, with the exception of Stoke, 
south of the tributary of the Weaver, ‘Bedalehethe’, and 
‘Ayton’ (unidentified). 

° In 1275 the charge for assarts made by the men of 
Delamere was 5s. an acre between ‘Peytevinnisti’ and 
Weaver towards Nantwich and 6s. 8d. on the other side 
of ‘Peytevinnisti’ towards Frodsham: Cal. Ing. Misc. i, 
PP. 297-8. In 1351 it was claimed that 6s. 8d. an acre was 
the customary charge for assarts in Delamere and 5s. in 
Mondrem: Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 23; 3 Sheaf, xix, p. 34; 
xxxiv, p. 38; and see map. 


the remainder, which almost entirely excluded the 
old forest of Mondrem, was usually referred to as 
Delamere. 

Bounded by river valleys west and east and by 
marshland adjoining the river Mersey to the north, 
the interior is mostly sandstone uplands, dotted 
with meres or pools from which Delamere takes its 
name. There were few recorded settlements on the 
uplands in 1086.7 The process of clearing and set- 
tling the interior was continuous, and can be illus- 
trated from the many assarts recorded on the forest 
rolls of the 13th and 14th centuries.8 Nevertheless 
there were still wolves in the forest in the early 14th 
century, and wild swine caused enough damage for 
the Black Prince to order in 1359 that they be caught 
and sold.° 

In 1353 Richard Done claimed that the office of 
chief forester of Delamere and Mondrem, which he 
then held, had been granted by Earl Ranulph I to 
Ranulph Kingsley, with a horn as his title to office; 
that it remained in the family of Ranulph Kingsley 
until the death of his grandson, Richard Kingsley, 
who left several daughters; whereupon it was allotted 
to one of the daughters, Joan, and thus passed to 
Richard Done.!° That account does not accord fully 
with an order of 1247 that Ranulph le Ruter and 
Avice his wife be put in seisin of the forestership of 
Delamere held by Avice’s father, Richard Kingsley, 
so that each of Richard’s four daughters was to hold 
the office for one year in turn and to share the profits 
with her sisters.1! Avice later quitclaimed her share 
in favour of Richard Done.'? Although the chief 
forestership descended in the Done family until the 
17th century, it appears that the Dones’ right to sole 
tenure was not uncontested.!3 After the deaths of 
Sir John Done in 1629 and of his son John in 1630, 
the office passed to John Crewe, husband of Mary, 
one of the daughters and coheirs of Sir John Done, 
and in 1709 to Richard Arderne, grandson of Elea- 
nor, another daughter of Sir John Done.'* John 

7 Dom. Geog. of Northern Eng., ed. Darby and Maxwell, 
383 oe 33/1 rott. 1-9; Chester 33/3; Chester 33/4 
rott. 5—6d., 8-12, 15-33 ; Chester 33/6 rott. 22-36, 47-s4d.; 
Chester 33/7. ; he 

° Ches. Chamb. Accts. 41; Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 375. 

*° Ches. R.O., DAR/G/61. The principal difficulty of 
this pedigree is that only three generations, Ranulph (1) 
of Kingsley, Ranulph (II), and Richard (1), are given for 
120 years: Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 87 n. Ranulph (II) of 
Kingsley was granted land at Millington by John, con- 
stable of Chester, between 1178 and 1189: G. Barraclough, 
Facsimiles of Early Ches. Charts. 15-16. Richard of Kings- 
ley evidently died c. 1247: Cal. Close, 1242-7, 336. For a 
woodcut of the Delamere horn, see Ormerod, Hist. Ches. 
ii. 112. ™ Cal. Close, 1242-7, 336. 

2 B.L. Add. Ch. 50531, printed 3 Sheaf, xliii, p. 39. 

13 For illustrations of the Dones’ tenure of the chief 
forestership, see e.g. 36 D.K.R. 141, 80, 241, 154, 3243 37 
D.K.R. 210, 212, 213; 39 D.K.R. roo. According to 
Ormerod, the Dones’ right to sole tenure was contested 
by Richard Grosvenor, but the record which he attributes 
to 31 Edw. I is shown by the names of the justices to date 
from 31 Edw. III: Hist. Ches. ii. 108. Sir William Trout- 
beck, who succeeded the Grosvenors at Little Budworth, 
claimed a moiety of the chief forestership in the reign of 
Hen. VIII: 26 D.K.R. 20. 

4 Ches. Ing. p.m. 1603-60, i(R.S.L.C. lxxxiv), 184-6; 
Ches. R.O., DAR/A/3/17, 18; DAR/D/63. 
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Arderne was chief forester when Delamere was 
disafforested in 1812.15 

A detailed statement of the chief forester’s per- 
quisites was made by Richard Done in 1353.16 A jury 
found that he was entitled to food for himself and 
his under-foresters and oats for his horse in certain 
vills; to fern, retropannage, wind-fallen wood, crops 
of oaks felled by hatchets, and half the bark of fallen 
oaks; to 4d. for each ox, cow, bull, bullock, or goat 
taken in the forest between Michaelmas and Martin- 
mas; to all sparrowhawks, merlins, hobbys, swarms 
of bees, waifs, pelf, the right shoulder of all beasts 
found there, and the right to keep hounds and grey- 
hounds to hunt vermin. The foresters were also 
entitled to the residue of any wild beast found 
wounded or dead, the haunches and sides having 
been sent to Chester. The chief forester’s right to 
hospitality or puture was comparable to that of the 
serjeants of the peace. The earl or the chief forester 
could grant exemption from owing puture.!7 

In 1626 Sir John Done wrote to the Commis- 
sioners of the Forests with particulars of his profits 
of office, which he estimated as worth £88 16s. 8d. 
annually.!§ They were almost identical with those 
claimed in 1353, with the omission of retropannage 
and the addition of the right to appoint ten keepers 
and two woodwards, with allowance in the forest for 
their cattle and horses. The chief forester’s fishing 
rights in the forest were the subject of contention in 
the 17th century. The chief forester had not appar- 
ently enjoyed a prescriptive right to the fishing in 
the Middle Ages. Oakmere had belonged to Vale 
Royal abbey, and the fishing elsewhere in the forest 
was sometimes leased, as in 1446.!9 In 1661 John 
Crewe secured a grant of the rabbits and the fishing,?° 
but the fishing was disputed by the Egerton family, 
Sir Philip Egerton having been granted a lease of 
the pools in 1674. In 1708 Crewe claimed that the 
fishpools had been enjoyed by his ancestors, but 
John Egerton argued that his family had long en- 
joyed a lease of the pools and that they were not 
included in the grant of 1661. Egerton secured a 
renewal of his lease, but Crewe was promised com- 
pensation.2! In 1812 the chief forester claimed 
compensation for profits of office lost through dis- 
afforestation amounting yearly, value in land and 
rabbits in the various walks, to £504 in addition to 
the customary rents.?2 

There were other hereditary foresterships, one 
attached to Delamere and the other to Mondrem. 
The former was held to have originated in the grant 
made by Earl Hugh II between 1153 and 1160 of 
half the vert and venison of Delamere and land at 


1s Ches. R.O., DAR/D/63. 

© Ibid. DAR/G/61; Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 108-9, 
prints an English version of the claim from B.L. Harl. 
MS. 2115, f. 232. 

17 Stewart-Brown, Serjeants of Peace, 115-16. 

*8 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 111. ‘Searn’ or ‘sengern’, 
there and in Ormerod’s source B.L. Harl. MS. 2038, f. 119, 
is probably a mis-reading for feugera (fern), included in 
Richard Done’s claim in 1353. 

19 Cal. Pat. 1272-81, 247; 37 D.K.R. 511. 

20 Ches. R.O., DAR/E/74, and for material concerning 
the chief forester’s right to rabbits, DAR/A/67, DAR/A/71. 

21 Cal. Treas. Bks. 1705-6, 196-7, 603, 604; 1708, 7, 8, 
27; 1700, 128, 201, 302; 1710, 332. 

22 Ches. R.O., DAR/D/63. 

23 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 211. 

24 26 D.K.R. 54. 

25 36 D.K.R. 243. 


Little Budworth to Robert Grosvenor.?3 Warin 
Grosvenor at his death in the early 14th century 
held a forestership in Delamere to which his son 
Warin was heir.*4 In 1347-8 the office was granted 
to John Hoofield because of trespassers in the forest 
committed by Richard Grosvenor.?5 In 1352 John 
Wettenhall was appointed for two years, being 
succeeded for one year by Thomas Done of Crow- 
ton.*° Further appointments were made in 1357 and 
1359.*7 Sir William 'Troutbeck, who in 1431 bought 
Little Budworth manor from Margaret, daughter of 
Richard Grosvenor’s daughter Cecily,?8 claimed in 
right of the manor to be sole forester in the area 
bounded by the road from Stamford Bridge to 
Northwich and by a line from Northwich via Darley 
brook to Tarporley and thence to Stamford Bridge.?9 
‘Troutbeck’s niece—Margaret—and her husband Sir 
John ‘Talbot in 1533-4 conveyed the moiety of the 
vert and venison of Delamere to John Done of 
Utkinton.3° 

A forestership in Mondrem was found in 1310 to 
have been held by Henry Weaver by service of 
keeping the forest by one armed footman; the 
office was not dependent on any land but was worth 
40s. yearly, to be taken in food in the accustomed 
places in that part of Mondrem.3! Henry was 
presumably related to Henry Weaver, a forester in 
1270-1, and to Thomas Weaver, described as a 
forester of Delamere, whose release from prison was 
ordered in 1280.32 In 1315-16 Robert Kelsall 
accounted for the farm of 26s. 8d. for the forest of 
Mondrem which had been Henry Weaver’s.33 At 
the forest eyre of 1347 Thomas Weaver, then 
forester of Mondrem, was charged with destruction 
of the vert through assarting.3+ His office and lands 
were taken into the hand of the Black Prince, and he 
had not recovered possession at the time of his 
death.35 No further references to the forestership 
have been found. 

There is a little evidence about another forester- 
ship. Earl Ranulph III granted land to his ‘faithful 
forester’, Ranulph of Marton.3¢ Stephen Marton was 
mentioned with the other foresters as being fined in 
1270-1.37 The land was surrendered to Vale Royal 
abbey, and Ranulph Marton received in compensa- 
tion another serjeanty and land at Gayton in Wir- 
ral.38 Ranulph son of Ranulph Marton was one of the 
four foresters-in-fee at the regard of 1287-8, but no 
later references to that forestership have been found.39 

The office of rider of Delamere was held by Gil- 
bert de Wyleye in 1301—2.4° William Wastneys gave 
£4 to hold the office at farm in 1309, and in 1320 it 
was granted to Oliver Ingham.‘! In 1334 a release of 


26 Tbid. 518, 152. 

a? bid ti2, Avs, 
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29 Ibid. 39. 
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3t Cal. Ing. p.m. v, pp. 170-1. The ‘accustomed places’ 
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32 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. ii. 108; Cal. Close, 1279-88, 21. 

33 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 85. 
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35 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 134. 
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the ridership was granted by John Whitchurch to 
John Ward, who was mentioned as still in office in 
1347-8.42 In 1349-50 the ridership was said to have 
been leased to Thomas Clive, and in 1353 to have 
been granted for life to Sir John Chandos, who in 
that year was appointed chief forester, rider, and 
surveyor of all the Cheshire forests.43 Nevertheless, 
further appointments to the ridership at a daily wage 
of 3d. were made in 1360 and 1362.44 The office was 
restored for life in 1378 to John Betchton, who had 
been ousted by Sir John Delves.45 In 1502 Ralph 
Birkenhead was appointed, and in 1514 his office, 
described as that of ranger, was granted for life to 
Ralph Egerton.*© Further appointments to the 
rangership for life were made in 1527, 1547, 1559, 
and 1562, the last three with an annuity of £4 11s. 
3d.47 In 1631 the office was held by Viscount Savage, 
who was ordered to ensure that the subordinate 
forest officials carried out their duties, because the 
succession to the chief forestership was being con- 
tested at that time.® The ranger’s right to take one 
buck and one doe each year from every walk of the 
forest caused a disagreement with the chief forester, 
John Crewe, who claimed that Savage was taking his 
fee deer notwithstanding a restraint of game which 
had been placed on the forest.*9 In 1639 the ranger 
was ordered to take his fee deer thenceforth accord- 
ing to the seasons and as prescribed by the foresters.5° 

By 1353 it appears that the chief forester had a 
staff of eight under-foresters and two grooms 
(garcons), and in 1443 he was granted an annuity of 
£10 for his expenses of office and the maintenance of 
eight foresters.5! In 1626 there were ten keepers and 
two woodwards.*? 

There is evidence of regards in Delamere and 
Mondrem by Edward I’s reign when at least four 
occurred.53 Judging by the infrequency of references 
in the 14th century, regards were not held very 
regularly then.5+ No references to verderers or 
agisters have been found. 

Revenue from the pleas of Delamere was ac- 
counted for in 1237-8, but details about the adminis- 
tration of forest law survive only from Edward I’s 
reign.55 Pleas of vert and venison for Delamere and 
Mondrem were dealt with by the justice of Chester, 
but how frequently is not known. Periodically 
special investigations were made, such as that by a 
panel of justices into purprestures in Delamere and 
Wirral in 1304 which provoked a protest from the 
people of Cheshire.5° The forest eyres of 1347 and 
1357 were the most important of such investigations. 
In 1347 many trespasses of vert and venison were 
brought before the justices, and charters of forest 
privileges were inspected.5? Heavy penalties were 
imposed which extended to matters not previously 
regarded as offences, e.g. digging turves and keeping 
unlawed dogs.58 

42 Cal. Pat. 1330-4, 544; Ches. Chamb. Accts. 121. 
43 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 148, 207; 36 D.K.R. 112. 
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As a result of the eyre, the Black Prince issued 
instructions concerning the Cheshire forests.59 Ob- 
jections to those and other instructions were made 
by the inhabitants of Delamere and Mondrem, who 
set out their grievances in three petitions, two of 
which were presented also in the name of the men 
of Wirral. In the first they objected to the writs sent 
by the chamberlain of Chester to the foresters 
ordering them to levy 4s. extra above the rents of 
6s. 8d. in Delamere and 5s. in Mondrem for approved 
wastes.°° In 1347 fines had been imposed on the 
crops sown on assarted land, which was the custom 
in other counties. In the petitions made jointly with 
the men of Wirral, the inhabitants of Delamere and 
Mondrem protested against the prohibition of 
unlawed dogs for hunting vermin, and claimed that 
dogs had never been lawed in Delamere and Mon- 
drem. To the prince’s order that turves, heath, or 
gorse could be dug only in the fields alongside each 
town by view of the foresters and not in a hunting 
station or covert, they objected that they had always 
taken them anywhere in the forest without view. 
They claimed the right to take estovers on their 
demesne soil and common pasture without view and 
at any time of the year, contrary to the prince’s order 
that estovers should be taken only between Easter 
and Whitsun, and that only one herdsman for each 
town was to be allowed into the covert. They also 
protested against swanimote courts, and against the 
restrictions on their right to housebote and haybote 
in their demesne wood, which had been granted by 
Ranulph III. The men of Delamere and Mondrem 
added that although a payment for pasture called 
frithyeld was being exacted, they were being pre- 
vented from pasturing their cattle in the earl’s 
forest.®! Following the petitions the prince lifted the 
fines imposed for unlawed dogs in Delamere and 
Mondrem, and mitigated those for taking turves and 
furze on demesne land.® 

In 1353 a regard was held in Delamere and Mon- 
drem and its findings were reserved until the next 
eyre,°3 which took place in 1357, when the inquiry 
into trespasses and liberties paralleled that of 1347. 
In 1357, however, the men of Delamere and Mon- 
drem compounded for a communal fine of £2,000 to 
be paid over five years. It is not known how the fine 
was apportioned, but the duke of Lancaster and the 
earl of Arundel were exempted.®+ In 1503 justices 
were commissioned to inquire into purprestures and 
other trespasses in Delamere, Mondrem, and 
Macclesfield.*s Most cases had occurred relatively 
recently, but the outcome is unknown. 

In 1351 the Black Prince had instructed that 
swanimote courts were to be held in the forests 
every three weeks, and there was a reference to such 
a court in 1357 when Thomas Weaverham, who had 
been indicted there, was pardoned for his good 
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service in Gascony.°? Some 15th-century commis- 
sions survive for holding the court of lesser swani- 
mote in Delamere and Mondrem,®® of which the 
earliest, dating from 1428, commissioned John Done 
and William Bulkeley. From 1466 the commissions 
were at pleasure, the shortest interval between them 
being eighteen months, and the last was issued in 
1494. 

It is not known how frequently the medieval earls 
of Chester hunted in Delamere and Mondrem. 
James I hunted in Delamere in 1617, when he 
knighted the chief forester.°? The king’s house of 
Delamere was mentioned in 1245 as having been 
committed to Wrennok son of Kenewrek to dwell 
in.7° In 1337 the Black Prince, having heard of the 
great damage that resulted from the distance of the 
foresters’ dwellings, ordered a chamber to be built in 
the forest.7! Another order for building a lodge was 
issued in 1351, and three years later the prince 
instructed that an unroofed chamber on Peckforton 
manor be removed to Eddisbury Hill for the forester 
of Delamere.7? By 1536 there were two lodges, which 
had been built, according to the then chief forester, 
by his grandfather, John Done, and where keepers 
had lived ever since.73 In 1626 there were four 
lodges, in one of which the chief forester lived.74 
At the time of disafforestation the chief forester 
reported that he lived in the chamber and his deputy 
in New Pale Lodge; he added that there were three 
other lodges, Hornsby’s, Massey’s, and Merrick’s, 
and asmall inclosure for the keeper of Newton’s walk, 
but no lodges or inclosure for the other four walks.75 
The chamber stood in an inclosure called the Old 
Pale. When the Old and New Pales had been in- 
closed is not known, but according to Sir John Done 
(d. 1629) it was ‘very long since’, and both appear on 
the plan of 1627. It appears from Sir John Done’s 
statement that their purpose was to aid the feeding 
of the deer, and for the keeper’s own beasts.7° 

It is not clear whether there were deer in Mon- 
drem in the Middle Ages, but there are references to 
both red and fallow deer in Delamere from the 13th 
century.77 Leland remarked on the lack of corn in 
the forests because of the deer.78 There was concern 
about the state of the game in the forest in the 
Black Prince’s time; in 1351 he asked the abbot of 
St. Werburgh’s to spare the forest for a while by 
taking only three bucks and does each year instead of 
the six to which he was entitled.7? Deer were some- 
times taken from the forest for the earl’s use, as in 
1252 when Henry III sent agents to take 100 bucks 
from Delamere for his use in Darnhall and Maccles- 
field parks.8° References to gifts of deer occur most 
often in the 13th and 14th centuries. In 1282, for 
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example, six bucks were granted to the countess of 
Lincoln.*! By the 17th century restraints were again 
being placed on the taking of game.*? In 1626 Sir 
John Done reported that between 60 and 80 deer 
were killed yearly, and in 1627 two of his keepers 
testified that there were 320 deer in their two walks.83 
The deer were destroyed in the Civil War, and 
although restocking was considered in 1661, it was 
said that it would be expensive because the soil was 
barren and there was no shelter for the deer, since 
there were scarcely any trees left except for fuel.8+ 
Accordingly nothing was done. 

The state of the woodland, like that of the game, 
had become a matter of concern by the Black 
Prince’s time. He tried to ensure that Vale Royal 
abbey, which lay within the forest bounds, did not 
abuse its privilege of taking housebote, and he 
strictly regulated the taking of timber by others.85 
From the 13th century to the 16th timber was sent 
for the repair of the Dee mills at Chester.8° In 1303— 
4 it was used for repairing Beeston castle, and in 
1312-13 for chambers in Chester castle.87 Delamere 
in particular was a source of oaks, gifts of which were 
made by the Black Prince to several of his clerks and 
men who fought for him in Gascony.*8 

By the 17th century the supply of timber trees had 
diminished: Sir John Done claimed that there were 
none, and he had to buy some to repair the lodge. 
Very few were felled for fuel.89 Done’s keepers 
reported in 1627 that the only timber felled was 
for the use of the chamberlain and the judges at 
Chester.9° In 1651, however, it was estimated that 
there had been about 2,200 oaks in Delamere before 
the Civil War. In 1788 the forest apparently con- 
tained no significant quantity of timber.° 

Payments for privileges were another source of 
profit from the forest. By the 14th century payments 
for pasturing pigs at the time of pannage between 
Michaelmas and Martinmas were made on a sliding 
scale.°3 Certain vills gave 17 pigs each year to the 
earl as a payment for pasturing their pigs, whether 
there were acorns in the forest or not. The render 
had been commuted to cash by 1328.9* Payments for 
pannage were being farmed out by 1348, together 
with payments for agistment, fishing, and escapes.° 
From the 13th century those who allowed their 
animals to escape into the forest had been fined.% 

In 1357 anexperiment to increase the revenue from 
pannage was tried.97 Instead of collecting payments 
for permission to pasture pigs, a prohibition was 
placed on the forest, and the foresters impounded 
all beasts found there, and made their owners re- 
deem them. The scheme failed because the revenue 
from fines did not match the amounts previously 
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received in payments for pannage. From 1359 pan- 
nage was again farmed, usually in conjunction with 
other payments, such as those for cutting turf.°% The 
latter were sometimes farmed separately, as in 
1396.99 The agistment, pannage, turbary, osiers, 
twigs, and bark were leased to the chief foresters in 
1562, 1573, and 1602.' At disafforestation the lease 
was held by Earl Cholmondeley.? 

Frithmote was another customary payment. When 
it first appears in the 14th century it was a payment 
made each year after Christmas by certain forest 
vills.3 Its origin and purpose are obscure. In 1351 the 
Black Prince allowed those who paid at the frith- 
motes to be excused from attending the newly 
instituted swanimotes, which seems to suggest that 
frithmote was a payment for non-attendance at a 
court.4 In 1354, however, the duke of Lancaster 
claimed that his tenants at Kelsall paid 20s. yearly 
to be quit of frithmote, and for foggage for their 
animals, which was being denied them.’ Kelsall’s 
contribution to frithmote is known to have been 
20s. An inquisition was ordered, but the Black 
Prince and his council had been told that the pay- 
ment was for frithmote and not for foggage. The 
problem is further complicated by the fact that 
there was a customary payment for foggage called 
frithyeld paid each year on St. Andrew’s day (30 
November), which the inhabitants of Delamere and 
Mondrem were paying in 1351; they were then 
being denied the right to pasture their cattle.” It 
seems that frithmote and frithyeld were being con- 
fused, and the confusion evidently persisted, since 
in 1503-4 frithmote was levied on St. Andrew’s 
day.® Frithmote continued to be levied, and by the 
17th century was being collected by the under- 
keepers from the constables of each township. 


Frithmote and the payment for custom pigs were 


sold to the chief forester in 1674, and continued to 
be collected until disafforestation, when the chief 
forester claimed compensation for their loss.9 There 
were evidently difficulties in securing payment of 
frithmote in the late 17th and 18th centuries, as 
letters of reminder from the chief foresters to the 
constables show.!° 

From the 14th century it is possible to form an 
impression of the revenue derived from the forests. 
There were only minor fluctuations in the annual 
receipts, which were chiefly composed of the custom- 
ary payments for frithmote and custom pigs and 
the yield of agistment and pannage. During the 


98 37 D.K.R. 432, 642, 674, 511-12. 
EGO DK R. 273. 

t 3 Sheaf, xxiii, p. 39; Cal. Pat. 1560-3, p. 332; 1572-5, 
p. 208; Ches. R.O., DAR/A/3/12. 

2 Ches. R.O., DAR/D/63. 

3 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 2, 16, 104, 119, 148-9, 201, 206, 
222,232, 240, 250. 

4 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 16. It has been suggested that 
frithmote is to be identified with ‘fridmanesmote’ which 
occurs in the 13th century pipe rolls: Ches. in Pipe R. 91 
n. It is possible, however, that the latter payment was 
‘freeman’s silver’ paid for exemption from summonses 
issued by the serjeants of the peace or their bedells: 
Stewart-Brown, Serjeants of Peace, 9-10. 

5 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 172. 

6 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 35. 

7 Chester 33/4 rott. 19, 20; Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 26. 

8 §.C. 6/Hen. VII/1519 m. 2d. The fact that frithmote 
was then paid on St. Andrew’s day makes an identification 
with frithyeld more likely, but in 1302-3 frithmote was 
paid after Christmas: Ches. Chamb. Accts. 16. 

9 Ches. R.O., DAR/C/7o, an unnumbered collection of 


CH. II 


Black Prince’s time an attempt was made to increase 
the revenue. Sales of timber and licences to sell 
wood increased the revenue markedly between 1361 
and 1371 compared with the preceding decade.! 
Possibilities of further increases by selling the 
turbary outside the covert and increasing the yield 
from pannage were explored.!* The most lucrative 
of such experiments were the forest eyres of 1347 and 
1357. In the Valor made of the Black Prince’s 
lands following his death, that of Delamere was {51 
7s., no separate mention being made of Mondrem.%3 
In 1400-1 the chief forester accounted for £42 19s. 
1d.!4 In 1559-60 he accounted for £34 os. gd., and 
that amount was the same in a rental of 1711~-12.15 
In 1812 the agistment and pannage yielded £43 
TOS te 

In addition to gifts of deer and oaks grants of 
privilege were made. An indication of the customary 
rights of forest dwellers has been given in the account 
of the Black Prince’s attempt to curtail them, but 
individuals and communities enjoyed special privi- 
leges. Stanlow abbey’s land at Willington was ex- 
empted from forest pleas by Earl John (d. 1237).!7 
Two religious houses with special privileges were the 
abbeys of St. Werburgh and Vale Royal. The former 
was granted a general right of hunting in the 
Cheshire forests by Earl Ranulph II (d. 1153), but 
surrendered it in 1285 for the right to take six bucks 
and six does yearly in Delamere. In the same year 
the abbot’s right to a tithe of all venison taken in the 
Cheshire forests by the king or his men, to keep 
greyhounds and coursing dogs for hunting hares and 
foxes, and to receive one stag yearly on St. Wer- 
burgh’s day were confirmed.!8 In 1272 it was found 
that the abbot was further entitled to break up and 
clear land, to make mills and millpools, to put 
sheepfolds in his manors in the forest, to take venison 
in his passage through the forest, and to have two 
cartloads of dead wood for the abbey kitchen daily 
from Delamere except during the close month.!9 A 
petition of 1357 mentioned other privileges: freedom 
to take estovers, furze, heath, and fern without view 
of the foresters, and the right to mast and common 
for swine.?° The endorsements to the petition show 
that some of the abbey’s claims were disallowed, and 
the convent fined with the prince for £100 at the 
eyre for all their trespasses.?! 

Vale Royal abbey, which lay within the forest 
boundaries, also possessed special privileges. Its 
manors of Darnhall, Over, Weaverham, and 
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Conersley were disafforested, and the convent had the 
right to assart in its woods, to take estovers, house- 
bote, and haybote, and to have a beekeeper in the 
forest. It had a quarry in the forest, and was allowed 
to take what was needed for glass-making.?? Like St. 
Werburgh’s Vale Royal sometimes found its liberties 
challenged. In 1328 the abbot petitioned the king 
in parliament in person, because the Delamere 
foresters were denying the abbey’s rights, and 
obtained charters which were read aloud in the 
county court.*3 The abbey’s liberties were also 
challenged in the Black Prince’s time. In 1350 
restrictions were placed on its right to take housebote, 
and in 1357 its claims to estovers and pasturage were 
disputed. The prince’s attorney argued that the 
abbey was entitled to pasture only in its own vills, 
not in the forest generally as was claimed. There- 
upon the bounds of the commons belonging to the 
vills were surveyed, and the abbey’s pasturage 
limited.2* Others who enjoyed forest privileges 
included the bishop of Coventry and Lichfield who 
had quittance of pleas of assarting and free pannage 
for his pigs.?5 In 1299 the bishop was licensed to 
impark his wood at Tarvin, and in the following 
year was given deer to stock his park.26 

The survey of Delamere in 1627 showed that 
there were 8,346 a. uninclosed and belonging to the 
king out of a total of 12,672.27 The forest boundaries 
had contracted virtually to exclude Mondrem, and 
there were only minor alterations subsequently 
before disafforestation. There was evidently an 
unsuccessful move at that time to disafforest Dela- 
mere, and Lord Strange was seeking to buy the 
lands thus disafforested.28 The forest survived the 


Civil War, but in 1661 Andrew Newport and Richard 
Dutton petitioned to inclose 3,000 a. where there 
had been many inclosures made and cottages built.29 
Opinions were taken about the possibility of replac- 
ing the deer which had been destroyed during the 
war and a survey of encroachments was ordered.3° 
In 1664 Lord Gerard and Andrew Newport obtained 
a grant of the demesnes of Delamere at a yearly rent 
of 6d. an acre for every acre recovered for 30 years, 
with a fourth part of the improved value for 60 
years.3! In 1673 the Lord Chief Justice ordered the 
continuation of the forest, but in 1677 and 1678 the 
question of inclosing and disafforesting much of it 
was revived, first by Lord Gerard and subsequently 
by John Taylor.3? 'Taylor’s petition was taken over 
by the marquess of Powis, and a survey of encroach- 
ments was proposed in 1688, whereby compositions 
were to be taken for encroachments and the commons 
to be inclosed if possible.33 It was thought that the 
yearly value of the forest would rise thereby to 
between five and six thousand pounds. 

Delamere was not disafforested, however, until 
the 19th century. An Act for inclosing it was passed 
in 1812 with amending Acts in 1814 and 1818. It was 
intended by the first that the award should be made 
within three years, but because the claims to com- 
mon rights were so complicated amending Acts were 
necessary to allow partial awards to be made and the 
Crown lands to be allotted and inclosed.3+ Those 
lands, assessed at half of the forest’s value, consisted 
of 3,847 a., which were mostly planted with timber 
and were administered by the Surveyor General of 
Woods and Forests.35 


MACCEERS DLE i > 


No direct reference was made to the forest of 
Macclesfield in Domesday Book, and the earliest is 
apparently that in the charter, issued between 1153 
and 1160, by which Earl Hugh IT granted ‘Anhus’ to 
Richard Davenport by the service of forestry in fee 
and appointed Richard supreme forester (supremus 
forestarius) of the earl’s forest of Leek and Maccles- 
field.! Lack of evidence makes it difficult to establish 
the extent of the forest during the Middle Ages. 
The linking of Leek with Macclesfield in the Daven- 
port charter suggests the possibility that the earl’s 
forest extended beyond Cheshire to his manor of 
Leek (Staffs.) in the 12th century. The earl’s forest 
of Leek was mentioned in Ranulph III’s charter for 
the burgesses of Leek.? It was apparently detached 


2 Ledger Bk. Vale Royal Abbey (R.S.L.C. Ixviii), 24. 

23 Tbid. 45-54. 

24 Ibid. 138-42. 

25 Chester 33/4 rot. 19d.; Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 19. 

26 Cal. Pat. 1292-1301, 439; Cal. Close, 1296-1302, 145. 

77 Map, Chester R.O., CR 63/2/692 (196); cf. Ches. R.O., 
DAR/A/6. 

28 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1627-8, 53. 

79 Cal. Treas. Bks. 1660-7, 160. 

3° Tbid. 307. 

3t Cal. S.P. Dom. 1663-4, 538. 

32 Ches. R.O., DAR/A/6; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1677-8, 203; 
Cal. Treas. Bks. 1685-9, 325, 1002, 1159. 

33 Cal. Treas. Bks. 1685-9, 1777, 1912. 

34 Delamere Forest Incl. Acts, 52 Geo. III, c. 136 (Local 
and Personal); 54 Geo. III, c. 99 (Local and Personal); 58 
Geo. III, c. 47 (Local and Personal). 

35 4th Rep. Commissioners of Woods, Forests and Land 


from Macclesfield forest in the 13th century follow- 
ing the grant of Leek manor to Dieulacres abbey. 
By 1288 it appears that the southern boundary of 
Macclesfield forest was near Bosley. An inquisition 
held then found that inclosures at Bosley had not 
injured the forest, because they prevented the game 
escaping out of the forest into Staffordshire.+ The 
other boundaries are also uncertain. The lands 
attached to the foresterships in the inquest of 
service of 1288 were all within the later bounds of 
the forest. The eastern boundary may be indicated 
by a charter of the Lord Edward in 1259 removing 
the restrictions on the woods belonging to the men 
of the parts of Lyme which had arisen from Earl 
Ranulph’s putting the woods in defence.’ The 


Revenue, H.C. 110, p. 29 (1823), xi. 

* Highet, Davenports of Davenport, 21, 81, and p. 3 for 
a possible identification of ‘Anhus’. Ormerod thought that 
“Aldredelie’, an afforested vill in Domesday Book, was 
Nether Alderley, from which he inferred the existence of 
Macclesfield forest in 1086: Dom. Bk. i, f. 263b; Ormerod, 
Hist. Ches. iii. 538. ‘Aldredelie’ seems, however, to have 
been a lost vill in Delamere forest: P.N. Ches. (E.P.N.S.) 
iil. 239-40. No evidence has been found to support Orme- 
rod’s suggestion that the reference to Newbold Astbury 
meant that the vill was afforested in 1086: Dom. BR. i, 
f. 267; Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 21. 

2 J. Sleigh, Hist. Leek, 11-12. 

3 'The history of the abbot’s chase at Leek is reserved for 
treatment in V.C.H. Staffs. 

4 Cal.. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 233. 

5 G. Barraclough, Earldom and Co. Palatine of Chest. 
35; cf. Annales Cestrienses (R.S.L.C. xiv), 77. 
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charter apparently aimed at confirming the conces- 
sions made in 1249 by Henry III in response to a 
complaint by the barons and community of Cheshire.® 
It is not known which Earl Ranulph had placed the 
restrictions, or whether they referred to land inside 
or outside the boundaries of the forest; nor is the 
meaning of ‘Lyme’ clear in the context.7? Lyme 
could be used to describe the eastern boundary of 
Cheshire, as in clause 14 of the ‘Magna Carta’ issued 
by Earl Ranulph III.8 On the other hand Henry 
III’s concession of 1249 referred to those who held 
lands and woods within the wood of Lyme outside 
the demesne woods and forest of the king, and in 
later references the wood of Lyme meant that in 
Lyme Handley.® The first description of the boun- 
daries which can be definitely dated is that of 1619, 
which shows the forest occupying an area bounded 
on the north, east, and south by the rivers Mersey, 
Goyt, and Dane, and on the west by a line from 
Otterspool Bridge through Offerton Green, Nor- 
bury, Poynton, Prestbury, Gawsworth, and North 
Rode.'° 

Much of the forest region consisted of the Pennine 
moorlands and the adjacent uplands where recorded 
settlements were few in 1086.'! Extensive woodland 
was recorded as appurtenant to the earl’s manors of 
Macclesfield, measuring 6 leagues by 4, and at 
Adlington where the woodland was 11 leagues by 
two. At Macclesfield there were 7 hays, and at 
Adlington 7 hays and 2 hawks’ eyries.!2 There were 
still wolves near Macclesfield at the beginning of 
the 14th century, for it was reported in 1303 that 
a machine had been made to catch them.!3 

By the later 13th century the custom in Maccles- 
field forest was to pay an annual rent for assarts 
according to acreage assarted.!* The location and 
extent of such assarts can be seen from the surviving 
rolls of the eyre at Macclesfield between 1284 and 
1290.15 In 1286, for example, encroachments were 
reported at Hurdsfield, Stanley, Disley, Lyme 
Handley, and Gawsworth.!® In the following year 
a jury inquired into an approvement of 207} a. in 
Bosley made since King John’s reign.!7 Land clear- 
ance continued from the 14th century to the 16th, 
as assarts recorded on the forest rolls show.?8 
Licences to impark were also granted. In 1462 


6 Cal. Close, 1247-51, 185. 

7 Barraclough suggested Ranulph III and discussed 
several possible identifications for Lyme, suggesting ten- 
tatively that the south-eastern boundary from Dieulacres 
and Leek towards Newcastle may have been meant: op. 
cit. 38. For the term ‘to put woods in defence’ see Sel. 
Pleas of the Forest (Selden Soc. xiii), pp. xciii—xciy. 

8 Cart. Chest. Abbey, i. 105. 

PalawNe Ges. 1. 108: 

tO Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 539 n. For the location of the 
places mentioned see P.N. Ches. i. 9-10. The locations of 
‘the hill called Norbury Low’ and ‘the straight road near 
the house of Robert Hanford’ are uncertain, and the 
boundary of the forest can be only tentatively sketched 
thereabouts. A slightly different version of the bounds from 
B.L. Harl. MS. 2038, f. 8 was printed by Ormerod, Hist. 
Ches. iii. 539 n. There is also an undated list of vills in the 
forest in Harl. MS. 2115, f. 79. See also Ormerod, Hist. 
Ches. iii. 541 n. for vills owing suit to the court of the 
manor and forest. The vills in the lists conform with the 
boundaries of 1619. 

11 Dom. Geog. Northern Eng., ed. Darby and Maxwell, 
383. 
12 Dom. BR. i, ff. 263b, 264. 

13 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 25. 

14 Between 1355 and 1357 an attempt was made to claim 
that lands in the forest rented at 8d. an acre were held in 


Robert Legh of Adlington received licence to inclose 
Adlington Wood, Whiteley Green, and Heys, and 
in 1516 John Sutton received licence to impark an 
area stretching from Gawsworth to Macclesfield 
mills in Sutton Downes and from Langley to 
Wythenshawe.!9 A survey, attributed to the later 
years of Henry VIII, shows the extent of inclosures 
at that date.2° It has been suggested that inclosure 
was encouraged in the 16th century, as the resulting 
fines and rents increased the revenue from the 
forest.21 By 1559-60 such rents were by far the 
largest item in the forest bailiff’s account.22 
Although Richard Davenport was appointed 
supreme forester of Leek and Macclesfield between 
1153 and 1160, the Davenports, who from the 13th 
century were hereditary serjeants of Macclesfield 
hundred, did not describe themselves as foresters 
until the original charter was enrolled in the county 
court in 1596.73 By the later 13th century there were 
eight hereditary foresterships. According to the 
inquest of service of 1288, Richard Vernon held 
Marple and Wypbersley in free forestry and was to 
answer the king’s summons with the arms of his 
bailiwick; while in the army he was not to be bur- 
dened with the custody of the forest. The other 
seven foresters held their land by the same service. 
Robert Downes held Taxal and Downes, John 
Sutton land in Sutton and Disley, Thomas Worth 
‘Ratonfeld’ (Whitfield in Upton), Robert Cham- 
pagne High Lee in Sutton Downes, and Jordan Disley 
land in Disley. No land was attached to the office of 
Thomas Orby, and the lands of Roger Stanley were 
not specified.?4 A list of a similar date shows that 
Stanley’s lands were at Stanley in Disley, and names 
a ninth forester, Adam son of Alan Sutton, who, like 
John Sutton, held land at Sutton. The names of 
three other foresters were different: Henry Worth 
replaced Roger Worth, Richard High Lee Robert 
Champagne, and Grim Stanley Roger Stanley. 
Three of the nine were described as holding by char- 
ter of Earl Ranulph and one, Adam son of Alan Sutton, 
by charter of Earl Hugh.25 In 1287 an inquisition 
found that Earl Hugh II had enfeoffed Adam, great- 
grandfather of Richard Sutton, of 2 bovates of land 
to be held by serjeanty of forestry.2° The office 
descended in the Sutton family and a deputy for 


ancient demesne, and in 1359 a similar claim was made 
about lands in Bollington: Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 199, 204, 
259, 335. For a discussion of the claim see Margaret 
Sharp, ‘Contributions to Hist. of Earldom and Co. Chest. 
1237-1399 (Manchester Univ. Ph.D. thesis, 1925), i. 
316-19. 

15 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 207-48. 

16 Tbid. 223-5. 

2 \Wovrel, Ae). 

8 Chester 33/5, 33/6, 33/9 rott. 5-13. 

19 Cal. Chart. R. 1427-1516, 188; 26 D.K.R. App. 2, 


gi 
20 Chetham Coll. Libr., Adlington MS. Mun. E. 8. 22, 
ff. 152vV.-153, printed in F. Renaud, Contributions to Hist. 
of Ancient Parish of Prestbury (Chetham Soc. [1st ser.], 
XCVii), 222-8. 

21 C, Stella Davies, Hist. of Macclesfield, 40-1. 

22 3 Sheaf, xxiii, pp. 58, 60, 65-7, 70, 82; xxiv, pp. 12, 
14, 16-17, 25. 

23 Highet, Davenports of Davenport, 3-5. 

24) Gals Ghest Go. Gt. Rar r5- 

25 B.L. Cotton MS. Cleop. D. vi, f. 4, printed in 
Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 538-9 n. The list shows that the 
second place where Robert de Downes held land, inde- 
cipherable in the inquest of service, was Downes. The 
date of the list has not been established. 

208 Cali Chest. GouGt. R233. 
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Richard Sutton was present at the swanimote court 
of 1581.27 The forestership of Marple and Wybersley 
already existed in Earl Ranulph III’s time, when it 
was mentioned in a charter of the earl for William 
Vernon, ancestor of Richard Vernon, who produced 
the charter at the Macclesfield eyre in 1287.28 The 
office remained in the Vernon family until the death 
of Sir George Vernon in Henry VIII’s reign. It was 
inherited by his daughter Margaret who, with her 
second husband William Mather, appointed a deputy 
to attend the swanimote court in 1581.29 The fores- 
tership of Taxal and Downes descended in the 
Downes family until the death of John Downes in 
1621.30 That attached to land at ‘Ratonfeld’ was 
apparently still in the Worth family in 1351, when 
Thomas Worth was one of the foresters of Maccles- 
field,3! but then it passed to the Downes family: an 
inquest of 1460 found that Robert Downes had died 
seised of the office, worth 23s. 4d. yearly.32 A deputy 
of Roger Downes attended the swanimote court in 
1581. 

The forestership of High Lee held by Robert 
Champagne in 1288 had passed to Robert Foxtwist 
by 1351.33 Four years after Foxtwist’s forfeiture for 
homicide in 135434 his lands and office were granted 
for life to John Cresswell.35 In 1411 they were 
granted to Peter Legh, on the surrender by John 
Savage of a grant made to him.%¢ A further grant was 
made to Peter Legh in 1438, and the office descended 
in his family.37 An inquest of 1528 found that Peter 
Legh had been seised of land and a forestership in 
Sutton, and the office was mentioned in 1542.38 
Sir Peter Legh attended the swanimote court in 
1581. The forestership held by Jordan Disley in 
1288 had apparently passed by 1333 to Richard 
Pecton, John Makkesone, and John’s wife Agnes.39 
John Pecton was a forester in 1351.4° The later 
descent is not clear. It may have passed to the Sherd 
family, represented in 1581 by William Sherd,*! but 
the Sherds’ forestership may alternatively have been 
that attached to land at Stanley in Disley held by 
Roger Stanley in 1288. Richard Stanley was a 
forester in 1351, and in 1357 he secured licence to 
enfeoff his daughter Joyce with his serjeanty on her 
marriage to Roger Simondessone of Mottram.*? In 
1389 John Sherd and Joyce his wife were pardoned 
for acquiring land in Disley and the office of bailiff 
of a ninth part of the forestry in fee of Macclesfield, 
with ultimate reversion to Joyce’s heirs,#3 suggesting 
that John Sherd was Joyce Stanley’s second husband. 


27 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 757-9, 539 n. Sutton was 
listed as a forester-in-fee in 1581: 26 D.K.R. App. 2, 
TBs 

28 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 229-30. 

79 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 839-41, 539 n. 

3° Tbid. 777-9. 

31 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 15; cf. Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 
539 n. suggesting that Robert Downes of Shrigley already 
possessed the forestership in 1342. 

32 37 D.K.R. 220; Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 703. 

33 36 D.K.R. 421 (appointment of John Savage to the 
forestership formerly of Robert Foxtwist and land in 
High Lee); Blk. Prince’s Reg. iti, 15, 43. 

34 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 172-3. 

35 [bid. 316-17. 

89536 D.K.R. 297. 

37 Cal. Pat. 1436-41, 138. 

38 39 D.K.R. 171-2, 172-3. 

SY NS IDG IR Pay 

4° Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 15. 

41 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 830-1. 

42 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 15, 253; 36 D.K.R. 443. 
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The forestership held by Thomas Orby in 1288 had 
been held earlier in Edward I’s reign by Richard 
Orby.** By Edward III’s reign the office had passed 
to the Fitton family and in 1351 Thomas Fitton of 
Gawsworth was a forester. In 1459 Laurence Fitton 
was said to have died seised of the office, and a 
deputy for Sir Edward Fitton attended the swani- 
mote court in 1581.45 

The foresters’ privileges*® included the right to 
hunt hares, foxes, squirrels, and certain other ani- 
mals.47 They were entitled to the fishing, hawks, and 
eagles in the forest, the right shoulder of every 
animal taken there and the residue of all beasts 
found dead, the four quarters having been sent to 
Macclesfield. ‘They could have holly for their beasts 
in their own bounds, and outside their bounds when 
the lord sold the holly. They could also have foggage 
when the lord sold the foggage. Within their bounds 
they could take what they needed from the woods for 
inclosure, building, and fuel without livery from 
anyone. ‘They had the right to all millstones found 
in the forest and the bark of trees brought down, 
were quit of pannage for their own and their men’s 
pigs, and were entitled to have in common the best 
pig of the lord’s pannage and 1d. each every day 
during the time of pannage.‘8 

In 1270 the manor, hundred, and forest of 
Macclesfield were granted to Eleanor, wife of Ed- 
ward I, beginning a long period when the lordship 
of Macclesfield was granted to successive royal 
ladies. In 1347 the chief forester of Macclesfield 
was Peter Arderne and the riding forester Robert 
Legh.*#9 In 1353 Sir John Chandos was appointed 
chief forester, keeper, and surveyor of Macclesfield 
forest, steward of the manor, and bailiff of the 
hundred. The post of keeper and surveyor of all the 
Cheshire forests was created for him in the same 
year.5° Chandos was succeeded as surveyor in 1370 
by Niel Loring, whose deputy in Macclesfield 
forest was Peter Legh.5! In 1385 the earl of Stafford 
was appointed forester, steward, and bailiff of 
Macclesfield hundred.5? Three years earlier Peter 
Legh and his brother had been appointed bailiffs of 
Macclesfield and stewards of the hundred and forest 
courts.53 In 1391 Peter was appointed to the steward- 
ship of the manor, and in 1395 to the ridership of 
the forest for life.5¢ From 1385 he was named in 
commissions to hold the three hundreds after the 
eyre at Macclesfield, and in 1397 was retained in the 
king’s service for life.55 In 1399, however, he was 


BS Go) IDI Ik, Shiai, 

a2 20) DIKGRS 65. 

sh 7? IDA IRG Aghse SiO) IDERAIRG TI, A. se 

46 B.L. Cotton MS. Cleop. D. vi, f. 4, printed with a few 
inaccuracies in Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 538 n. appears to 
be the earliest version; B.L. Harl. MS. 2074, f. 240; J. P. 
Earwaker, East Ches. ii. 7; Chetham Coll. Libr., Adlington 
MS. Mun. E. 8. 22, f. 155v. printed, with missing words 
supplied from another version, Renaud, Ancient Parish 
of Prestbury, 197. 

47 Murilegos, taxos, lodos (Ormerod); locaros (Cotton 
MS. Cleop. D. vi, f. 4); weasels, otters, pikes (Earwaker). 

48 Earwaker adds ‘crokes and baxstones’, ‘merciaments 
of all trespassers’ in the forest, and pelf. 

49 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 158; Chester 33/6 rot. 36. 

5° Blk. Prince’s Reg. ili. 53, 95, 122. 

51 36 D.K.R. 297, 289. 

52 Tbid. 310. 

53 Tbid. 288. 

54 Tbid. 290-1. 
5 Ibid. 289-91, 310, 311, 181, 296. 
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executed by Henry Bolingbroke as one of Richard 
II’s principal supporters in Cheshire.5° In 1400 
Thomas Wensley was appointed steward of Maccles- 
field and surveyor, chief forester, and rider of 
Macclesfield, Delamere and Mondrem, and was 
succeeded in these offices in 1403 by John Stanley, 
steward of Prince Henry’s household.57 In 1414 
Stanley was appointed to those offices for life, and in 
1439 Ralph, Lord Cromwell, and Thomas Stanley 
were appointed jointly on surrender by Lord 
Cromwell of his appointment.5§ In 1459 it was 
recorded that after the deaths of Cromwell and 
Stanley the offices passed to Stanley’s son ‘Thomas.5? 
The chief forestership apparently descended in the 
Stanley family with the stewardship of the manor.®° 
Both offices, together with lands in the forest, were 
restored to the earl of Derby in 1661.°! A separate 
grant of the surveyorship and office of rider was 
made in 1516 to John Sutton and his heirs, with the 
controllership of all the king’s officers in Maccles- 
field forest. The earl of Derby, however, held the 
ridership in 1581.3 

At the beginning of the 16th century the office 
occurs of governor of the king’s servants in the 
lordship and forest of Macclesfield; Christopher 
Savage was appointed to it in 1503, and confirmed 
in it for life in 1511.°* Edmund and Richard Savage 
were appointed to the office in 1531 and John Savage 
in 1552.°5 The office, described in similar terms to 
the controllership granted to John Sutton in 1516, 
may have been identical with the office of bailitf or 
collector of the forest held by the Savage family 
since the 15th century. That office can be traced 
from 1326, when Hugh Meignill was appointed. 
In Edward III’s reign tenure was disputed between 
Adam Mottram and John Somerford, each of whom 
claimed it jure uxoris.°7 For some years Mottram 
and Somerford held office in alternate years.°8 In 
1381 Henry le Marshall was appointed collector by 
the princess of Wales, to whom the lordship had 
been granted, but by 1400 the office was held by 
John Mottram.®? In 1409 Mottram surrendered his 
lands and offices because of his indebtedness, and 
by 1414 had been replaced by John Savage, 
previously his deputy.7° The office descended 
in the Savage family, ultimately passing to the 
Cholmondeleys.7! 

Other officers are mentioned. In 1347 there were 
seven under-foresters, and in Charles I’s reign three 

56 M. V. Clarke and V. H. Galbraith, ‘Deposition of 
Richard II’, Bull. John Rylands Libr. xiv. 172 (a MS. 
probably originating from Dieulacres). No evidence has 
been found to support Adam of Usk’s statement that Legh 
was chief warden of Delamere ‘and by authority of that 
office, had oppressed and ground down the country people’: 
Chronicon (ed. Thompson), 26-7, 176-7. The chief 
forestership of Delamere and Mondrem was, as far as is 
known, in the possession of the Done family, though Legh 
may have succeeded Thomas Clifford as surveyor of 
Macclesfield, Delamere, and Wirral: 36 D.K.R. 111. 

57 Cal. Pat. 1399-1401, 31; 36 D.K.R. 446. 

B89 37, DUKGiks AbA. 

59 [bid. 676. 

60 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 538; 3 Sheaf, xxx, p. 31; 39 
D.E.R., 95. 

6: Cal. S.P. Dom. 1660-1, 66. 

62 26 D.K.R. 29. 

63 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 539 n. 

64°37 DK. 040; 39. DBR. 152: 

6 39 D.K.R. 182; Cal. Pat. 1550-3, 294. 

66 Cal. Pat. 1324-7, 259. 

67 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 540 refers to an inquisition 
which gives the name of Adam Mottram’s wife as Ellen, 


keepers and a deputy bow-bearer.?2 The earliest 
known reference to the regard dates from 1285, when 
two of the regarders named were described as 
knights.73 The regard was mentioned the following 
year, and regards are known to have been held in 
1348 and 1353.74 Writs for electing regarders were 
issued in 1404, 1406, and 1412.75 References to the 
office were made in 1581 and 1638.7 ‘There were 
three verderers and four agisters in 1347.77 In 1581 
the earl of Derby was both verderer and agister, and 
by the latter date there were also woodwards for 
some vills. Verderers and woodwards were mentioned 
as forest officers in 1638.78 
There are indications of maladministration in the 

14th century. In 1325 and 1326 when the lordship 
was in the king’s hands justices were commissioned 
to investigate various matters there, the commission 
of 1326 referring to unlicensed assarts, and to the 
usurpation of fees by the foresters, and of common 
pasture by the king’s tenants.79 In 1335 the men of 
Macclesfield forest petitioned for a remedy against 
Queen Isabel’s bailiff, who had taken large quanti- 
ties of venison and timber, and was refusing to allow 
anyone to be summoned to the eyre for forest 
offences.8° Damage to the forest was one of the 
subjects of an inquiry ordered by the Black Prince 
in 1347.8! The foresters’ conduct was evidently 
unsatisfactory, as in 1347 they were forbidden to 
take the windfalls which they were claiming, and 
were to draw their fee only once yearly.*? In 1358 
the justices of the forest were ordered to do right to 
the foresters after hearing their petitions and claims, 
but three years later the foresters were threatened 
with loss of office and forfeiture of their lands if they 
were not diligent and painstaking.*3 

Though there is a reference to the pleas and 
perquisites of the manor, borough, hundred, and 
forest of Macclesfield in 1238-9, there are no details 
about the administration of forest law until 1285.84 
By that date the justice of Chester was holding an 
annual eyre at Macclesfield for the pleas of the 
hundred, the borough, and the forest.*5 In 1285, for 
example, the forest proceedings included purpres- 
tures, the imposition of amercements for trespasses, 
claims to forest privileges, and fines imposed for 
animals which had escaped into the forest.8° In 1288 
the steward of Queen Eleanor’s forests sat with the 
justice, and he was also present at the eyre in 1290.87 
The operation of local courts at Macclesfield may be 
daughter and co-heir of John le gaolar: Blk. Prince’s Reg. 
68 Boots ‘Financ. Admin.’ 132-4. 

eP aNG) D.K.R. 3208 5.C. 67774 /nq mie te 
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20 

72 One Hist. Ches. iii. 540; Renaud, op. cit. 207-21. 

72 Chester 33/6 rot. 36; E 178/5184, f. av. 

73 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 211. 

74 Chester 33/5; Chester 33/6 rot. 40. 

75 36 D.K.R. 313-14. 

76 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 539 n.; E 178/5184 f. av. 

77 Chester 33/6 rot. 36. 

78 Ormerod, Hist. Ches. iii. 539 n.; E 178/5184 f. av. 

79 Cal. Pat. 1324-7, 225, 293- 

80 Rot. Parl. ii. 94. 

8t Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 157. 

8 Tbid. 156-7. 

83 Tbid. iii. 291, 428. 

84 Ches. in Pipe R. 44; Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 207-15. 

85 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. pp. xxix—xxxii. 

86 Ibid. 211-14. 
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seen more clearly from the court rolls, surviving 
from the 14th century. In addition to the justice’s 
eyre and the three hundreds after the eyre, there 
were courts for the hundred and the borough, and 
a halmote for the manor and forest. ‘The halmote 
appears to have fulfilled the functions of a manorial 
court.88 

Occasionally justices were specially commissioned 
to inquire into forest offences. In 1281 two were 
commissioned to try those who had entered the 
forest and driven away deer. Men from neighbour- 
ing counties were apparently involved, since the 
jury was to be provided by the justice of Chester and 
the sheriffs of Staffordshire and Derbyshire.89 A 
similar problem arose in 1361 concerning the duke 
of Lancaster’s tenants in Derbyshire and Stafford- 
shire. The Black Prince ordered the justiciar’s 
lieutenant and the duke’s steward to hold a court 
on the boundary of Macclesfield forest.9° In 1399 
Thomas Wensley and others were commissioned to 
hear complaints that men from Derbyshire and 
Staffordshire had driven off 700 head of stock into 
their counties.°! In 1347 and 1357 Macclesfield was 
visited by the justices appointed by the Black 
Prince. ‘The fines imposed on individuals or groups 
within the community are known to have been 
heavy at the second eyre. In 1359 the poor tenants of 
Macclesfield petitioned for a reduction of their fine 
of {£60 to 40 marks.°? A fine of £162 12s. 8d. was 
imposed on the earl of Salisbury, £100 on ‘Thomas 
Fitton of Gawsworth, and £57 1s. 6d. on John 
Stafford. The burgesses of Macclesfield were fined 
£40, and the men of the forest £87 for various 
trespasses and for not lawing their dogs.93 The fines 
imposed on Robert Legh and Sir John Hyde were 
mitigated; Hyde was a bachelor of the Black 
Prince retained in his service at the time.94 In 1351 
the prince ordered that swanimote courts be held 
every three weeks by the foresters, and there is evi- 
dence for the holding of such courts in Macclesfield 
from the 15th century. 

It is not known how frequently the earls of 
Chester hunted in Macclesfield. Edward I did so in 
1290.9 By 1347 there was a hunting lodge at the 
Coombs which the chamberlain was ordered to 
repair.°7 In 1361 the Black Prince ordered two 
lodges to be made in Macclesfield hundred to safe- 
guard the game.98 The chamber was mentioned in 
the survey of Whelley waste in 1638.99 It was 
near the Coombs, which were inclosures for preserv- 
ing the deer and were mentioned in 1291.1 In 1301-2 
expenditure was recorded for making an inclosure 
round the chase of Coombs, and in 1303-4 for the 
wages of eight men who had repaired the lord’s 
share of the fence of the Coombs.? The duty of 


88 For courts at Macclesfield 1350-1400 see Booth, 
‘Financ. Admin.’ 300-1. 

89 Cal. Pat. 1272-81, 475. 

9° Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 407. 

9 Cal. Pat. 1399-1401, 83. 

92 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 335. 

93 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 262. 

94 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 356-7, 368-9. 

95 Records of the meetings of the swanimote court appear 
in the rolls of the court of the manor and forest, e.g. S.C. 
2/256/7, S.C. 2/285/7.- 

BOR GalmG@nhest.\C.0. Gt. hy 240: 

97 Blk. Prince’s Reg. i. 158. 

99 E 7178/5184 f. 2v. 

2 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 9, 44. 
3 Cal. Pat. 1343-5, 514. 


98 bid. iii. 407. 
1 Cal. Close 1288-96, 177. 


repairing the hedges rested partly on landholders. In 
1345 tenants of Macclesfield hundred claimed that 
they could not obtain enough wood to make the 
hedges in the Coombs, and asked to be discharged 
from their service for a reasonable sum, and for the 
hedges to be surveyed to see whether it would be 
more profitable to maintain them or leave them 
unfinished.3 In 1355, however, the Black Prince’s 
officials were ordered to have the Coombs inclosed, 
as the prince had been informed that it could be 
done cheaply.* In 1388 Hamon Bollin was respon- 
sible for 724 roods of the hedge, and for finding 33 
men to beset the Coombs (pro stabilitate facienda) 
when the lord hunted there.5 The duty of providing 
four pairs of hounds yearly and a huntsman to 
follow the earl’s hounds when he hunted the Coombs 
was attached to Fernlee and Foe Leigh in Sutton 
Downes.® 

Deer from the forest were sometimes taken for the 
earl’s use. In 1353, for example, the Black Prince 
ordered that six roes be taken from the forest and 
sent to Chester, evidently in preparation for his 
visit there.7 Gifts of deer were also made. In 1247 
Roger of Mold received four bucks and two does to 
stock his park, and in 1363 a hind and a roe deer were 
given to Thomas Stafford.® In 1638 it was stated 
that the deer chiefly took their summer feed in the 
Coombs, and their winter feed in Wildboarclough, 
whither the deer had passage despite the inclosures 
which had been made. 

The forest contained oaks, of which gifts were 
also made, especially by the Black Prince. In 1365, 
for instance, five men were given a total of 23 oaks 
to repair their houses which had fallen down while 
they were with the prince in Aquitaine.’° Some gifts 
of oaks were made from Lyme wood in Lyme Hand- 
ley. John Davenport received three such gifts from 
the Black Prince, totalling ten oaks." 

The pastures in the forest, which were chiefly in 
the upland areas, were important for Macclesfield 
manor. Vaccaries belonging to Queen Eleanor were 
mentioned in 1285 and 1286.12 In 1285 it was 
presented that the queen’s bailiffs had made an ox- 
house at Swyneshurst, where men were living to the 
great hurt of the forest. By the 14th century horses 
as well as cattle were bred at Macclesfield." In 1442 
the pastures of Saltersford, Harrop, Tod’s Cliff, 
Wildboarclough, Midgeley, and Shutlingsloe were 
leased to Sir Thomas Stanley for six years at {16 
yearly, and grants of the pastures in tail male were 
made in 1452 and 1462, with escapes of cattle and 
fines belonging to the same, at an annual rent of £5.!4 
The pastures remained in the Stanley family until 
they were obtained during the Interregnum by Sir 
William Brereton.'5 They were recovered by the 


4 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 194-5. 

5 36 D.K.R. 180. 

6 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 455; 39 D.K.R. 121. 

7 Cal. Lib. 1226-40, 404; 1245-51, 137; Blk. Prince’s 
Reg. iii. 112. 

8 Cal. Close, 1242-7, 157; Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 461. 

9 E 178/5184 ff. 2v.-3. 

10 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 484. 

11 Tbid. 406, 460, 480. 

12 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 212, 225. 

13 Hewitt, Med. Ches. 52-8. 

14 37 D.K.R. 673, 655, 486. 

1s The pastures were confirmed to the earl of Derby in 
1640: Lancs. R.O., DDK 11/24; the earl’s estates in the 
forest were sold to Sir William Brereton in 1652: DDK 
1462/1. 
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earl of Derby in 1661, but no rent seems to have 
been paid after the Restoration, and in 1684 the earl 
was discharged from payment of his arrears and 
from any future rent.!° 

Payment for pannage seems to have yielded little, 
In 1467 pannage was leased with the tolls of markets 
and fairs in Macclesfield at 13s. 4d. yearly, and in 
1482 it was leased with waifs and strays for two 
years at 13s. 4d.!7 In 1559-60 it was recorded that 
the sum of 14s. 4d. for the toll of markets with pan- 
nage and strays in the forest had been leased to 
Robert Delahaye in the reign of Henry VIII.18 
Another source of revenue in the 14th century was 
the iron forges. Two forges, charged to yield over 
£17 during the financial year 1348-9, would have 
yielded more but were in the lord’s hands because 
of the pestilence.!9 Coal-mines in the forest were 
mentioned in 1575.?° In addition to those sources of 
profit there were the fines imposed for forest offences, 
especially at the eyres of 1347 and 1357. From c. 
1350 it is possible to work out details of the annual 
revenue from the forest bailiwick. Between 1350 and 
1376 the annual current revenue was usually more 
than {100, though the value set on the bailiwick at 
the Black Prince’s death was only £88.2! The current 
revenue for 1559-60 was made up largely of rents 
(£69 2s 24d.), the farm of the park and mill (£15), 
and the rent from the pastures (£5), which with two 
other items totalled £89 12s. 10}d.?2 

The forest dwellers enjoyed customary rights. At 
the eyre of 1285 the townships of Bosley, Bollington, 
Adlington, Poynton, Norbury, Heppales, 'Torking- 
ton, Rode, and Gawsworth successfully defended 
their right to cut oaks in their demesne woods with- 
out view of the foresters. A claim was made that all 
forest dwellers could take wood for building, hedg- 
ing, and fuel without view, but it was decided to 
speak to the king, and meanwhile the practice was 
to be prevented by the foresters.73 The rights evi- 


dently derived from the concessions made by Ran- 
ulph III in the ‘Magna Carta’ to barons, knights, 
and free tenants of the right to take housebote and 
haybote at will, and to dispose freely of their woods.*4 
The town of Macclesfield in 1285 claimed the right 
to cut oaks in the king’s demesne woods without 
view, and reiterated the claim in 1359 together with 
a claim to common of pasture and estovers.*5 Details 
of the commons adjoining townships are given in the 
survey attributed to the later years of Henry VIII.2¢ 

Grants of privilege were also made. Those of St. 
Werburgh’s abbey in the Cheshire forests have been 
discussed above.?7 Dieulacres abbey was granted 
quittance from payment of pannage in all the 
Cheshire forests, a liberty exercised in Macclesfield 
until an attempt was made to prevent it by Queen 
Eleanor’s officials. The abbey’s claim was upheld in 
1288.78 Ranulph III granted Marple and Wybersley 
to William de Vernon with free agistment, pannage, 
and assarting there, and free agistment and pannage 
at the pasture of ‘Bluntebroc’.29 

In 1590 the earl of Derby petitioned unsuccess- 
fully for the disafforestation of Macclesfield.3° A 
detailed survey of the lordship, including the forest, 
was made in 1610.3! At a survey of Whelley waste in 
1638 detailed evidence about the forests, including 
inclosures, commons, courts, and officers, was given, 
and the chief keeper, Edward Bostock, described the 
route taken on his walk. There were then still deer 
in the forest, but, according to one deponent, unless 
action was taken about the numerous inclosures the 
king’s game would decay and be of little worth.32 
Macclesfield forest effectively came to an end when 
the earl of Derby acquired outright the pastures 
which had been leased to his family by the earls of 
Chester since the 15th century. The pastures were 
discharged from rent in 1684. Thereafter the forest 
survived only as an administrative area in connexion 
with the court of the manor and forest.33 


WIRRAL 


ACCORDING to later tradition the forest came into 
being when Earl Ranulph I (d. c. 1129) granted 
the manors of Storeton and Puddington to Alan 
Sylvester, with a horn as his title to office.! The 
original charter records only the grant of land at 
Storeton and Puddington to be held as 4 knight’s fee, 
making no reference to the forest, the forestership, 
or the horn.? It has been suggested that the charter 
was issued by Ranulph II rather than Ranulph I, 


16 Tbid. DDK 12/22; DDK 459/10; DDK 1462/1. 
PR 7D om 7 2nA = 
3 Sheaf, xxiii, p. 52. 
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HS Cal Pat. 1572-5, p. 412. 
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tables in Sharp, ‘Contributions’, ii, App. 12, no. 5. 

22 3 Sheaf, xxili, pp. 58, 60, 65-7, 70, 82; xxiv, pp. 12, 
14, 16-17, 25. 

23 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 213. 

24 Cart. Chest. Abbey, i. 104. 

25 Cal. Chest. Co. Ct. R. 213; Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 336, 
stating that the claim had been allowed at the forest 
pleas of 13 Edw. III. The names mentioned show that 
the date should be 13 Edw. I. 

26 Renaud, Ancient Parish of Prestbury, 222-8. 


between 1129 and 1139.3 The earliest indication of 
the forest’s existence seems to be in a charter of 
Ranulph III issued between 1194 and 1208 for the 
freemen of Wirral, releasing them from maintaining 
serjeants of the peace other than six foresters on foot, 
unless circumstances required otherwise.+* 

The forest apparently included the whole of the 
Wirral peninsula. The most detailed statement about 
its extent comes from the list of vills contributing to 
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the fine for disafforestation in 1384—-5.5 They were all 
within the boundaries of the hundred as fixed after 
1086, and the creation of the forest may explain why 
the eastern boundary of the hundred was altered at 
some date later than Domesday Book.® The forest 
was apparently co-extensive with the later hundred. 

The peninsula was relatively densely populated 
in 1086, and references to woodland there were 
infrequent in Domesday Book.’ Land clearance seems 
later to have made considerable progress. St. Wer- 
burgh’s abbey was an important landholder in the 
peninsula, and abbots are often found assarting 
land, cutting down timber, and digging marl-pits.® 
Nevertheless, the ‘wilderness of Wirral’, mentioned 
in Sir Gawain and the Green Knight, was a resort for 
bands of armed men in the later 14th century.° 

In 1361 William Stanley, citing earlier evidence, 
claimed that the forestership which had been con- 
ferred on Alan Sylvester descended in his family to 
his great-granddaughters, Joan and Agnes. Joan 
died without heirs, so the office passed to Agnes and 
her husband, Thomas de Baumvill, and thence to 
their son Philip de Baumvill, whose forest office was 
mentioned in the inquest of service of 1288.'° Philip 
died leaving three daughters of whom one, Joan, the 
wife of William Stanley, inherited the forestership.™! 
The office descended in the Stanley family, William 
Stanley being chief forester at disafforestation in 
go 70."4 

The chief forester was assisted by six foresters on 
foot who, according to Ranulph III’s charter, could 
take hospitality or puture throughout Wirral except 
in the four manors of Eastham, Bromborough, Irby, 
and Sutton belonging to St. Werburgh’s abbey.% In 
Edward III’s reign the obligation to provide puture 
was disputed. In 1351 John Domville, who held 
two vills in the forest, refused to feed the foresters, 
and forbade his tenants to do so." At the trailbaston 
court two years later jurors of various hundreds 
presented that the foresters had often gone to men’s 
houses with horses and grooms to exact their puture, 
though by right liability was limited to foresters on 
foot.5 Puture was among the rights claimed by 
William Stanley at the forest eyres of 1347 and 1357. 
On the earlier occasion he claimed the right to take 
money in lieu of puture from certain vills, a practice 
which had grown up in Edward I’s reign. In 1361 
when his son, also William, sought possession of the 
forestership, it was found that the chief forester was 
entitled to take money from some vills and puture 
in kind from the remainder.’ 

As chief forester William Stanley in 1347 claimed 
other privileges also, including money for animals 
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that escaped into the forest, the right shoulder of any 
beast found, the hide and offal of any beasts found 
wounded, and pelf. William also claimed his office 
and profits in 1357, but he died before a settlement 
was reached. His son William secured possession of 
the office in 1361, but escape money and pelf were 
exempted from his profits of office.!7 

The patent issued by Edward III in November 
1376 confirming the disafforestation of Wirral stated 
that the inheritance of William Stanley was not to be 
prejudiced thereby, and all those who used to con- 
tribute to his puture and profits were to continue 
doing so.!8 That he continued to claim his office and 
profits is clear from the releases he afterwards granted 
from the payment of puture, and from the inspexi- 
mus made in 1387 of his earlier claims.'9 In 1397 he 
was granted an annuity of 20 marks for the loss of 
his profits of office, and when the annuity was con- 
firmed to his son in 1398 reference was made to the 
office of which he had been disseised without right.?° 
The Stanley forestership was mentioned as late as 
T5012. 

By the beginning of the 14th century the office of 
rider had emerged. In 1302 the office was held by 
Walter de Mundham with a daily wage of 6d.” 
William Stafford, yeoman of the Black Prince’s 
chamber, was appointed in 1341 and was still in 
office in 1354-5.23 The office of under-rider appears 
Nes 53-0 

Regards were being held in the forest by the later 
13thcentury. According to William Stanley’s account 
for 1349-50 they were held every third year, but 
references to them occur only irregularly.*5 Several 
are known to have been held in Edward I’s reign.”° 
The names of the twelve regarders for 1286 survive; 
two are described as knights. They inspected 
purprestures and other articles of the regard by view 
of Richard Massey, the deputy justice of Chester, 
and Richard Hemington, the chamberlain’s clerk. 
Regards are also known to have been held in 1347 
and in 1350 or 1351.27 The latter should have been 
held in the preceding year, but was postponed until 
the arrival of the Black Prince’s council. That which 
should have been held in 1353 was postponed until 
the next eyre, which took place in 1357.7 A verderer 
was mentioned in the petition of the men of Wirral 
in 1351.29 No reference has been found to the hold- 
ing of the swanimote courts which were instituted 
by the Black Prince in the same year.*° 

A petition of 1351 claimed that men had been 
indicted by the verderer, the forester, and twelve 
others for hunting vermin, and were denied main- 
prise or deliverance unless they paid a ransom to 
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the lord; also that accusations had been made by the 
same men for venison and other trespasses without 
the verdict of an inquisition.3! Oppressive practices 
by the foresters were brought forward at the trail- 
baston court of 1353. William Stanley was found 
guilty of taking money from certain townships for 
allowing tenants to pasture their flocks in the woods 
in the time of fawning. He also admitted taking hens 
and forced labour from the townships in harvest 
time. ‘he under-rider had taken a boat against the 
owners’ will, had damaged it, and refused to make 
amends. He was also found guilty of two charges of 
assault. [he foresters were acquitted of a more 
general charge of intimidating the common people.32 

Details of the proceedings against forest offenders 
survive from the later 13th century. Breaches of 
forest law were dealt with by the justice, and 
special investigations were also sometimes ordered.33 
In 1304 the inquiry into assarts and purprestures by 
justices of oyer and terminer extended to Wirral, and 
in 1333 an inquisition was ordered to discover 
whether the abbot of St. Werburgh’s had assarted 
any waste; he was said to have assarted 400 a. with- 
out licence.34 

Wirral was subjected to a forest eyre in 1347, as 
were the other forests, and many offences were 
reported. Assarts, destruction of timber, and the 
digging of marl-pits were recorded. Claims to forest 
privileges were also dealt with.35 Petitions were sent 
to the Black Prince about privileges from the abbeys 
of St. Werburgh’s and Basingwerk and the earl of 
Salisbury. St. Werburgh’s claimed the right to make 
new ploughings and marl-pits on its demesne soil, 
and to take estovers without view of the foresters. 
Basingwerk complained that, although its privileges 
had been proved, a fine had been exacted. The earl 
of Salisbury protested against the foresters’ actions 
at his exempt manor of Neston. Another petition 
to the Black Prince was made by Henry Hooton who 
objected to the building of two hunting stations 
and the seizure into the prince’s hand of a plot of 
land, most of which he had lawfully assarted.3¢ 

In 1351 the prince issued instructions for the 
Cheshire forests which had the effect of curtailing 
customary privileges, and the men of Wirral jointly 
with the men of Delamere and Mondrem listed their 
grievances in two petitions.37 Two of the issues were 
the taking of estovers and the lawing of dogs. The 
prince’s instructions had laid down strict conditions 
for the taking of estovers, but the men of Delamere, 
Mondrem, and Wirral claimed the right to take them 
without view. Following their petitions the prince 
ordered that in Wirral estovers should be surveyed 
and allotted each year.38 It had also been claimed in 
one of the petitions that the free tenants of Delamere 
and Mondrem and the lords and parceners of towns 
in Wirral were always accustomed to keep greyhounds 
and dogs unlawed for hunting the hare, the fox, and 
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other vermin. The fine on the men of Wirral was 
reduced to {20,39 but apparently William Stanley 
and John Lassels argued that they had not consented 
to pay, and in 1353 it was suggested that the whole 
hundred had agreed to the fine and that every lord 
and parcener should therefore be charged.#° 

The fines imposed on individuals at the eyre were 
heavy, and in 1351 it was decided to make pro- 
portionate reductions according to means. When 
sounded about their willingness to pay, those in- 
volved offered a joint fine of 100 marks for a general 
pardon. They further stipulated that they should be 
allowed to hunt the hare and fox, and that point 
seems to have been conceded. The prince’s reply 
was to imprison those who refused to pay, though 
they were released shortly afterwards on giving 
security for their fines. The fine of 100 marks was 
apparently accepted.4! The prince was lenient to 
Hamon Massey, whose fine was reduced to £3 6s. 
8d.; he was pardoned 55. 4d. for an unlawed dog.42 

In 1357 Wirral was again subjected to a forest 
eyre. On that occasion the community negotiated 
a fine of £1,000, for new ploughings and sowing land 
with corn, waste and destruction of woods, building 
houses and windmills, making bricks, and trespasses 
of vert and venison.43 In 1363 the Black Prince 
ordered the chamberlain to send the indenture which 
he had made with the men of Wirral to London, as 
they had asked him for a charter of pardon when the 
payments were complete. A transcript of what seems 
to be such a charter of pardon survives.44 

References were made in the 14th century to 
‘tristres’ or hunting stations, but none has been 
found to a hunting lodge or to hunting by the earls.45 
The forest was stocked with red and fallow deer 
which were sometimes taken for the earl’s use. In 
1363, for example, the Black Prince ordered 100 
harts and 100 bucks to be taken, salted, and packed 
in barrels, and sent to him at Bordeaux.4® In the 
following year it was reported that William Stanley 
had taken 18 harts, 49 bucks, 1 soar, 3 sorels, and 1 
pricket in the last season of grease, and 5 prickets, 
4 hinds, 13 does, 2 stags, 3 calves, and 11 fawns in 
the last season of fermeson.+7 Gifts of deer are also 
recorded. In 1244, for instance, the justice of 
Chester was allowed to take 10 does in the forest as 
a present for his wife.48 

In 1244 the justice was ordered to have built four 
wooden towers in the forest, but the state of the 
woodland already seems to have been causing con- 
cern by 1251, when the knights and free tenants were 
ordered to deal with their woods only as they had in 
Earl Ranulph’s time.49 The forest rolls bear witness 
to the destruction of timber from Edward I’s reign. 
Many cases of felling trees were reported at the eyre 
of 1347, and in 1351 the Black Prince ordered that 
the woods which had been taken in hand because of 
the destruction of vert were not to be delivered 


‘4t Tbid. 12, 30-1, 33, 36; Ches. Chamb. Accts. 168-9. 

# Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 94, 98. 

43 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 247. 

44 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 458; B.L. Harl. MS. 2022, f. ge. 

45 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 24. 

46 Tbid. 458. 

*7 Ibid. 466. For seasons of grease (3 May to 14 Sept.) 
and fermeson (11 Noy. to 2 Feb.), Sel. Pleas of the Forest 
(Selden Soc. xiii), 146, 142. 

48 Cal. Close, 1242-7, 275. 

4° Cal. Lib. 1240-5, 247; Cal. Pat. 1247-58, 106. 
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without a special order.5° In 1358 William Stanley 
was allowed to take four oaks from Greves in 
Puddington because the prince had heard that 
William had no wood for fuel in the forest.s! Six 
years later William was licensed to receive brush- 
wood at Somerton from those who were willing to 
give it to him for his household use and fuel. 

Apart from the deer Wirral by the 14th century 
was chiefly important as a source of revenue, most 
of which came from fines imposed for breaches of 
the forest laws. In 1349-50 the chief forester re- 
ported that there was no revenue from agistment or 
pannage because the lord had no soil in the forest, 
and, because no regard was held in that year, no 
income was received.53 

Customary rights in the forest were mostly 
similar to those in Delamere and Mondrem, as the 
joint petitions of 1351 make clear. In Wirral, how- 
ever, unlike Delamere and Mondrem, lawing of dogs 
did take place. In 1275 an inquisition found that 
abbots, priors, knights, and freeholders who were 
lords of towns or moieties of towns were used to 
keeping dogs unlawed.5+ A court for lawing dogs was 
held in 1311 before the justice.55 Fines were imposed 
on those whose dogs were unlawed. The last court 
of survey was said to have been held before Robert 
Holland, justice from 1307 to 1309. In 1348 the 
chief forester and the rider were ordered to hold an 
inquisition into unlawed dogs and to impose fines of 
ss. 4d. or one ox for each dog found unlawed.%® 
Following the claim, made in 1351, that lords or 
parceners of vills could keep unlawed dogs, the fines 
which had been imposed were reduced.57 

Assarting practice may have been different in 
Wirral. Ranulph III had conceded liberty to his 
barons, knights, and free tenants to assart within 
the limits of their husbandry within the forests; in 
Delamere, Mondrem, and Macclesfield a charge was 


50 Chester 33/4 rott. 1-sd.; Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 10. 

51 36 D.K.R. 443. 

52 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 466. 

53 Ches. Chamb. Accts. 147. 

54 Cal. Ing. Misc. i, pp. 297-8. 

55 Chester 29/24 rott. 5-5d. (reference supplied by Mr. 
P. H. W. Booth). 

56 Chester 33/2 doc. attached before rot. 1. 

57 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 27. 


made for assarts. The inquisition of 1275 found that 
the men of Wirral had the right to assart according 
to the terms of Earl Ranulph’s charter, but that they 
had been attached for such ploughings in the time 
of two justices of Chester.58 It may be inferred that 
the men of Wirral were being charged contrary to 
custom,5? but according to another source a pay- 
ment of 5s. for each acre of heath and 6s. 8d. for each 
acre of wood assarted was made to the earl.°° 

Privileges in the forest were granted to St. 
Werburgh’s abbey, which was exempt from puture 
for foresters in its four manors in Wirral,°! and to 
John of Gaunt, who received a licence to hunt hares 
and foxes in 1359.°? Stanlow abbey, with its grange 
at Stanney in the forest, was disafforested by 
Ranulph III. 

Wirral was disafforested in 1376 by a charter of 
Edward III in accordance with the Black Prince’s 
wish expressed shortly before his death in that year. 
It is possible that the prince issued some sort of 
document to disafforest Wirral but did not live to 
execute it. Letters patent later in 1376 confirmed 
the charter. Because there had been no inquisition 
ad quod damnum the commonalty of Wirral peti- 
tioned for a statute to confirm the charter and letters 
patent, alleging as reasons for the disafforestation 
the damage caused by the beasts of the forest, the 
destruction of parish churches and the withdrawal 
of services there, and the impoverishment of the 
inhabitants by the forest regulations. Although no 
other evidence has been found of the destruction of 
churches, there can be no doubt about the incon- 
venience to the inhabitants. There is no indication 
that a statute was enacted. In 1384-5, however, a 
fine of 600 marks was made with Richard II for 
disafforestation. The inhabitants of Wirral were 
evidently prepared to pay to ensure that the dis- 
afforestation would be allowed.®+ 


88 Cal. Ing. Misc. i, pp. 297-8. 

59 Hewitt, Med. Ches. 11-12. 

60 3 Sheaf, iv, p. 64. 

6t Stewart-Brown, Serjeants of Peace, 118. 

62 Blk. Prince’s Reg. iii. 334. 

63 Coucher Bk. Whalley Abbey, i (Chetham Soc. [r1st 
ser.] x), 1I-I2. 

64 Cal. Pat. 1374-7, 378; T.H.S.L.C. lix. 170-80. Mr. 
Booth is thanked for his opinion on the disafforestation. 
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THE population table printed below follows the pattern of those published for Leicestershire, Wiltshire, 
and Shropshire.! It shows the population of every area mentioned as a parish or as a distinct part of a parish 
for civil administrative purposes in any Census Report between 1801 and 1971, and that of the more 
important of the other local government areas for which totals have been struck.? The administrative areas 
chosen for inclusion are ancient counties (1801-1901) and administrative counties (1891-1971), hundreds 
(1801-81), urban and rural districts (1881-1971), boroughs (1801-41), municipal boroughs (1851-1971), 
and county boroughs (1891-1971), ancient parishes (1801-71), townships, chapelries (1801-71),3 and civil 
parishes (1881-1971). The population is always expressed for the areas contituted at the date of the census 
concerned. The choice of areas, and the dates at which each is given, have depended on a series of alterations 
made in the 19th century both in the conduct and in the areas of local government.4 

Counties. Under the Divided Parishes Acts, 1876-82, changes were made in parish boundaries, as a 
result of which part of Warrington C.P.5 which lay in Lancashire was transferred to Latchford C.Poan 
Cheshire. The Local Government Act, 1888, created administrative counties, which were in many cases, 
though not in Cheshire, identical with ancient counties. Where an urban sanitary district extended into 
two counties, it was taken to be in that administrative county which contained most of its population. In 
1888 Cheshire was thus enlarged by the addition of parts of Stockport C.B. and Stalybridge M.B. which 
were formerly in Lancashire, and diminished by the deduction of parts of Mossley U.S.D. and Warrington 
C.B. which were transferred to Lancashire and part of New Mills U.S.D. which was transferred to Derby- 
shire. Differences between ancient and administrative counties were increased by the Local Government 
Act, 1894, which made possible adjustments of county boundaries to conform with those of civil parishes 
and rural districts, similar to those made for urban districts under the former Act. In 1895 Tittenley C.P. 
was transferred to Shropshire; in 1896 part of Latchford C.P. (extended to include parts of Appleton, Walton 
Inferior, and Latchford Without C.P.s) was transferred to Lancashire, and in 1898 part of Dukinfield C.P. 
was similarly transferred to Lancashire.® In 1896 the boundaries of Cheshire were extended to include part 
of ‘Threapwood, transferred from Flint, and in 1898 part of Ashton-under-Lyne C.P., transferred from 
Lancashire.” In 1901 Reddish U.D. and part of Heaton Norris C.P. were transferred from Lancashire to 
Cheshire, and a further part of Heaton Norris was added in 1913.8 In 1931 Baguley, Northenden, and 
Northen Etchells C.P.s were transferred to Manchester C.B.9 Cheshire was also affected by changes made 
under the Local Government Act, 1929. In 1936 parts of Yeardsley cum Whaley U.D., of Disley C.P., of 
Kettleshulme C.P., and of Taxal C.P. were transferred to Derbyshire, and parts of Grappenhall C.P., 
Walton Inferior C.P., Lymm U.D., Acton Grange C.P., Moore C.P., Norton C.P., and Thelwall C.P. 
to Lancashire. At the same date Ludworth and Mellor C.P.s were transferred from Derbyshire to Cheshire. 
In 1933, 1935, and 1936 an exchange of territory also took place between the administrative county and the 
county boroughs. Further exchanges were made in 1952 and 1954.19 

Hundreds were included in all the Census Reports until 1881. The constituent parishes of hundreds in 
1831 are shown on pp. 190-2 with notes to show differences 1801-21 and 1841. From 1851 to 1881 the 
Census Reports give the total population of each hundred exclusive of municipal boroughs within it, but 
do not show their constituent parishes. 

Urban and rural districts first appeared as urban and rural sanitary districts under the Public Health Act, 
1872. Rural sanitary districts were based upon the poor-law unions, comprising the remainder of the unions 


* For an explanation of the difference between the 
Leics. and Wilts. tables and previous population tables 
published in the V.C.H. and of the reason for the new 
pattern, see V.C.H. Leics. iii. 176. Cf. V.C.H. Wilts. iv. 
315-17. 

? e.g. no figures are given for ecclesiastical, parliamen- 
tary, petty sessional, or registration areas, for poor-law 
unions, or for wards of boroughs and urban districts. 

3 To reduce the length of the table, the population of 
townships for which totals were struck on not more than 
two occasions, 1801~71, is given not in the table itself but 
in the notes at the foot of each page. 

* For a full explanation of the changes in the areas 
treated in the Census Reports see Inter-Departmental 
Cttee. on Soc. and Econ. Research, Guides to Official 


Sources, No. 2: Census Reports, 1801-1931, 95-104. 

5 For abbreviations used see note at beginning of 
population table. 

® 58 & 59 Vic. c. 86 (Local); Loc. Govt. Bd. Order, 
P. 1, 167 (9 Nov. 1896); Loc. Govt. Bd. Order, P. 1,416 
(9 Nov. 1898). 

7 59 & 60 Vic. c. 236 (Local); Loc. Govt. Bd. Order, P. 
1,416 (g Noy. 1808). 

° Loc. Govt. Bd.’s Prov. Orders Conf. (No. 11) Act, 1 
Edw. VII, c. 169; Loc. Govt. Bd.’s Prov. Orders Conf. 
(No. 13) Act, 3 & 4 Geo. V,.c. 137. 

° Manchester Extension Act, 20 & 21 Geo. V, c. 173% 

*° Stockport (Extension) Order, Statutory Instrument, 
1952, no. 588; Chester (Extension) Order, Statutory 
Instrument, 1954, no. 317. 


188 


POPULATION 301-1071 


after the urban sanitary districts had been taken out. The urban sanitary districts were co-extensive with 
the city of Chester and the municipal boroughs then existing, namely Birkenhead, Congleton, Crewe, Hyde, 
Macclesfield, and the parts of Stalybridge, Stockport and Warrington in Cheshire, together with those 
areas controlled by improvement act commissioners or by local boards of health.11 The functions of a 
sanitary authority became an integral part of every borough council’s responsibilities. The Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1894, changed the rural sanitary districts and those urban sanitary districts which were not in 
municipal or county boroughs into rural and urban districts respectively. That Act and the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1929, authorized changes in the number and area of the districts. 

The constituent civil parishes of urban districts are grouped in the population table under the urban 
districts, since the districts form compact and administratively unified areas: in most cases a civil parish 
co-extensive with the urban district was created. Civil parishes in urban districts ceased to exist as units 
of local government under the Local Government Act, 1933. Nevertheless the population of urban civil 
parishes was included in the Census Report of 1951. Where changes in the boundaries of urban districts are 
mentioned in the Census Reports they have been shown in the notes to the population table. Where the 
date of the district’s formation is not mentioned it may be assumed to have been formed in 1872. 

The constituent civil parishes of rural districts are shown on pp. 193-200 where a brief history of each 
district is also given. Changes in the boundaries of rural districts have been so frequent and complex that 
it has not been possible to describe them in the notes to the population table, and apparently large changes 
in the population of rural districts must thus be considered with caution. Since changes which involved 
the transfer or amalgamation of whole parishes are shown in the list on pp. 193-200, reference to that list 
makes possible a rough comparison of population at different dates, but for exact comparison the figures 
and notes for each constituent parish should also be consulted. 

Boroughs and municipal boroughs. The subdivision of boroughs into municipal and parliamentary was 
necessitated by the Parliamentary Reform Act, 1832, which took away parliamentary representation from 
some boroughs, created new ones with parliamentary status, and altered the parliamentary limits of others. 
The Municipal Corporations Act, 1835, confirmed the position of all the Cheshire municipal boroughs 
except Altrincham, which became a municipal borough only in 1937, and Over. Of the Cheshire municipal 
boroughs Congleton included the same area as the ancient borough, but Chester, Macclesfield, and Stock- 
port were larger, as was Warrington, which was chiefly situated in Lancashire but extended into Cheshire. 
Ten municipal boroughs were created subsequently, Stalybridge in 1857,!? Birkenhead and Crewe in 1877, 
Hyde in 1881, Dukinfield in 1899, Wallasey in 1910, Sale in 1936, Altrincham and Bebington in 1937, and 
Ellesmere Port in 1955. Birkenhead, Chester, and Stockport were constituted county boroughs under the 
provisions of the Local Government Act, 1888, and Wallasey became a county borough in 1913. 

Parishes. Most figures in the population table relate to parishes or parts of parishes, and the alterations 
in the boundaries and status of parishes are the most important factors influencing the form of the table." 

An ancient parish divided between two or more hundreds is entered only once in the table, with the 
total population of all its parts together. The distribution of those parts, however, is shown in the table 
of hundreds. 

In 1871 areas which levied their own poor-rates were renamed civil parishes, but the grouping under 
ancient parishes was retained in the Census Reports until 1881, although ancient parishes as such had no 
civil significance by then. For the purpose of the table it has been found best to make the change between 
1871 and 1881. Urban and rural districts first appeared in the 1881 Census Report, and the new grouping 
under urban districts can, where necessary, follow upon the grouping under ancient parishes. The com- 
ponent parts of the latter are therefore grouped in the table under the appropriate ancient parishes until 
1871, while from 1881 each civil parish has a separate entry unless it was part of an urban district. Cross- 
references and notes make it possible to trace the changes. 

The boundaries of parishes have undergone many changes. By an Act of 1857! extra-parochial places 
were made into parishes for poor-relief purposes, unless they were very small, in which case, if the owners 
and occupiers of two-thirds of the land consented, they were annexed to an adjoining parish. By another 
Act of 1868'S any extra-parochial place which had evaded the provisions of the earlier Act was joined to 
the civil parish with which it had the longest common boundary. The Divided Parishes Acts of 1876, 1879, 
and 1882 provided for the annexation of detached parts of civil parishes to one or more of the surrounding 
civil parishes. The Local Government Act, 1888, permitted the alteration of civil parish boundaries and 


1I See pp. 77-9. reliability was admitted in the intro. to Census, 1811, and 

12 Part of Stalybridge M.B. was in Lancs. The entire the status of places given in 1801 has therefore been 
M.B. was included in the admin. co. of Ches. created in ignored. 
1888. 14 Act for Relief of Poor in E.P.P.s, 20 Vic. c. 19. 

13 Census, 1801, is particularly unreliable in its general 1s Poor Law Amendment Act, 31 & 32 Vic. c. 122. 
description of nearly every place as a ‘parish’, The un- 
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the amalgamation of civil parishes by Local Government Board orders. Under the Local Government Act, 
1894, a civil parish divided between two urban districts or between a rural and an urban district became two 
separate civil parishes. 

Place-names. The spelling of place-names follows in general that of the Ordnance Survey. 

Census Reports. The figures of population are based solely upon the information given in the Census 
Reports. From 1801 to 1831 the returns were usually made by the parish overseers. More than one day 
was allowed for enumeration, and the army (including the militia), navy, seamen in registered shipping, 
and convicts in the hulks were omitted from parish totals. The militia was included in the county total in 
1811. From 1841 the conduct of the census passed to the General Register Office, the enumeration was 
more strictly completed on the fixed day, and members of the classes formerly excluded from the returns 
were included in the parishes in which they happened to pass the night of the census. The dates of the 
censuses were:!@ 


10 Mar. 1801 5 Apr. 1891 

27 May 1811 31 Mar. 1901 

28 May 1821 2 Apr. I9gi1 

30 May 1831 19 June 1921 
6 June 1841 26 Apr. 1931 

30 Mar. 1851 8 Apr. 1951 
7 Apr. 1861 23 Apr. 1961 
2 APE. 1871 25 Apr. 1971 
3 Apr. 1881 


The notes and commentary. Changes in boundaries and comments on extraordinary changes in adminis- 
trative status are shown in the notes on each page of the table. The notes do not purport to supply a com- 
plete list of such changes: all those recorded in the Census Reports are included in the notes, except those 
involving very small areas without population, but the Census Reports are not, apparently, comprehensive. 
It is improbable, however, that important changes have been omitted. 

The explanations in the Census Reports of the reasons for particular changes in population, apart from 
boundary changes, have been formed into a separate commentary (below, pp. 241-9), where their chrono- 
logical arrangement makes it easier to trace social and economic changes in the county as a whole. An 
asterisk (*) placed by the relevant figure in the table indicates the existence of such a note. 

Acreages of parishes, though included in population tables in some earlier volumes of the Victoria County 
History, have been excluded from the Cheshire table. Acreages were first expressed in the Census Report 
in 1831, when they were calculated on a system devised by John Rickman. Some were corrected in 1851 
from information derived from Tithe Commission records and Ordnance Survey maps.!7 Later, at varying 
dates, the figures were again amended from information received from the Ordnance Survey department. 
After 1881 boundary changes which significantly affected areas were described in the Census Reports and 
the descriptions have been copied in the notes to the table. Small changes were apparently not always 
notified and the assessment of acreages seems sometimes to have varied slightly. It would therefore be 
difficult to choose a date for which areas could be given with equal certainty for all parishes. To have 
supplied all the different assessments given in the Census Reports would have added greatly to the complexity 
of the table. 


THE HUNDREDS AND THEIR CONSTITUENT PARISHES 


THis list of the hundreds, their divisions, and their constituent parishes is chiefly based on the Census 
Report of 1831. Extra-parochial places are included. The footnotes show differences in the constituent 
parishes, 1801-21 and 1841. After 1851 the Census Reports grouped parishes under registration districts 
and gave only the total population of the hundreds. Where a parish is divided the location of the other part 
of the parish is shown in the footnotes. 


© Guides to Official Sources No. 2, p. 2; Census, 1971. 17 Guides to Official Sources No. 2, pp. 14, 20. 
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BROXTON 
Higher Division Lower Division 
Aldford (part of)! Aldford (part of)° 
Bunbury (part of)? Backford (part of)? 
Coddington Christleton 
Farndon Dodleston (part of) 
Handley (part of)3 Eccleston 
Harthill Handley (part of)? 
Kingsmarsh Plemstall (part of)'° 
Malpas (part of)* Pulford 
Shocklach St. Mary (part of)! 
Threapwoods St. Oswald (part of)! 
Tilston Sutton, Guilden 
Tarvin (part of)! 
Tattenhall 
Waverton 
BUCKLOW 
Ashton upon Mersey Lymm 
Bowdon" Mobberley 
Budworth, Great (part of)!5 Rostherne (part of)'° 
Grappenhall Runcorn 
Knutsford 
EDDISBURY 


First Division 


Budworth, Little 
Bunbury (part of)!7 
Delamere!8 
Middlewich (part of)!9 
Over 

St. Oswald’s (part of)?° 


t i.e. Aldford, Churton by Aldford. The remainder 
of Aldford A.P. is in Broxton hundred, lower division. 

2 i.e. Burwardsley. ‘Che remainder of Bunbury A.P. is 
in Eddisbury hundred, first division. 

3 i.e. Handley. "The remainder of Handley A.P. is in 
Broxton hundred, lower division. 

4 Extends into Maylor hundred (Flints.). 

5 In 1841 Threapwood, an E.P.P., was returned as 
partly situated in the higher division of Broxton hundred, 
and partly in Maylor hundred, Flints., where it was 
returned 1801-31. 

® i.e. Buerton and Edgerley. ‘The remainder of Aldford 
A.P. is in Broxton hundred, higher division. The tns. of 
Great Boughton and the chap. of Churton Heath in St. 
Oswald’s A.P. were wrongly returned as part of Aldford 
A.P. in Broxton hundred, lower division, 1811-31. No 
return was made for Edgerley tns. in 1811. 

7 i.e. Caughall. The remainder of Backford A.P. is in 
Wirral hundred, higher division. 

8 i.e. Dodleston, Lower Kinnerton. Dodleston A.P. 
extends into Maylor hundred (Flints.). 

9 i.e. Golborne David. The remainder of Handley 
A.P. is in Broxton hundred (higher division). 

10 i.e. Hoole, Picton, Mickle Trafford. The remainder 
of Plemstall A.P. is in Eddisbury hundred, second division. 
The tns. of Caughall was returned in Plemstall A.P. in 
1811. 

11 i.e. Marlston cum Lache, Moston, Upton-by-Chester. 
Gloverstone was returned in St. Mary’s A.P. in 1811. St. 
Mary’s A.P. extends into Wirral hundred (higher division) 
and into the city of Chester. 

12 i.e. Bache, Huntington, Lea Newbold, Newton by 
Chester, Saighton, Wervin. St. Oswald’s A.P. extends 
into Eddisbury hundred (first division), Wirral hundred 
(higher division), and the city of Chester. 

13 i.e. Foulk Stapleford. Tarvin A.P. is mainly in Eddis- 


Second Division 


Barrow 

Budworth, Great (part of)?! 
Frodsham 

Plemstall (part of)? 

Tarvin (part of)? 
Thornton le Moors 


bury hundred (second division). 

™ Agden and Bollington tns. are partly in Bowdon and 
partly in Rostherne A.P.s. 

15 je. Anderton, Antrobus, Appleton, Aston by Bud- 
worth, Barnton, Bartington, Great Budworth, Cogshall, 
Comberbach, Crowley, Dutton, Little Leigh, Marbury, 
Marston, Peover Inferior, Pickmere, Plumley, Seven Oaks, 
Stretton, Tabley Inferior, Lower Whitley, Over Whitley, 
Wincham. Great Budworth A.P. extends into Eddisbury 
hundred (second division) and Northwich hundred. 

1 i.e. Agden (part of), Bollington (part of), High Legh, 
Marthall cum Warford, Mere, Millington, Peover Superior, 
Rostherne, 'Tabley Superior, Tatton. Agden was returned 
under Bowdon A.P., 1811-41. In r811 Bollington was 
entirely returned under Bowdon A.P. 

17 i.e. Alpraham, Beeston, Bunbury, Calveley, Haughton, 
Peckforton, Ridley, Spurstow, Tilstone Fearnall, Tiver- 
ton, Wardle. Part of Bunbury A.P. is in Broxton hundred 
(higher division). 

18 Delamere A.P. was created in 1812 by the inclosure 
of Delamere forest. 

19 ie, Weaver. Middlewich A.P. is mainly in Northwich 
hundred. 

20 i.e, Iddinshall. St. Oswald’s A.P. extends into Broxton 
hundred (lower division), Wirral hundred (higher division), 
and the city of Chester. 

21 j.e. Castle Northwich, Hartford, Winnington. Great 
Budworth A.P. extends into Bucklow and Northwich 
hundreds. 

22 i.e. Bridge Trafford. Plemstall A.P. extends into 
Broxton hundred (lower division). 

23 i.e. Ashton, Burton, Clotton Hoofield, Duddon, 
Hockenhull, Horton cum Peel, Kelsall, Mouldsworth, 
Bruen Stapleford, Tarvin. Part of Tarvin A.P. is in Brox- 
ton hundred (lower division). 
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First Division 


Second Division 


Tarporley Weaverham 
Whitegate Willington E.P.P. 
MACCLESFIELD 
Alderley Prestbury?5 
Astbury (part of)*4 Rostherne (part of)?6 
Cheadle Stockport 
Gawsworth Taxal 
Mottram in Longdendale Wilmslow 
Northenden 
NANTWICH 
Acton Nantwich?9 
Audlem?27 Sandbach (part of)3° 
Baddiley Whitchurch (part of)3! 
Barthomley?’ Wistaston 
Coppenhall Wrenbury: 
Marbury Wybunbury33 
NORTHWICH 
Astbury (part of)34 Sandbach (part of)38 
Brereton cum Smethwick Swettenham 
Budworth, Great (part of)35 Warmingham 
Davenham:6 
Lawton, Church 
Middlewich (part of)37 
WIRRAL 

Higher Division Lower Division 
Backford (part of)39 Bebington 
Bromborough (part of)#° Bidston 
Burton Bromborough (part of)#° 
Eastham*! Heswall 
Holy Trinity (part of)4? Hilbre Island+#7 
Neston Thurstaston 
St. Mary’s (part of)43 Upton 
St. Oswald’s (part of )44 Wallasey 
Shotwick West Kirby 
Shotwick Park Woodchurch 
Stanlow 
Stoke#s 


24 1.e. Somerford Booths. Most of Astbury A.P. is in 
Northwich hundred. 

25 Macclesfield town is in Prestbury A.P. 

26 i.e. Snelson. Most of Rostherne A.P. is in Bucklow 
hundred. 

77 Dodcott cum Wilkesley chap. is partly in Audlem 
A.P. and partly in Wrenbury A.P. 28 Partly in Staffs. 

79 Willaston tns. is partly in Nantwich A.P. and partly 
in Wybunbury A.P. 

3° i.e. Betchton and Hassall. Most of Sandbach A.P. is in 
Northwich hundred. 3t Mainly in Salop. 

32 Dodcott cum Wilkesley tns. is partly in Audlem A.P. 

33 See note 29. 

34 i.e. Buglawton, Congleton, Davenport, Hulme 
Walfield, Moreton cum Alcumlow, Newbold Astbury, 
Odd Rode, Radnor, Smallwood, Somerford. Astbury A.P. 
extends into Macclesfield hundred. 

35 i.e. Allostock, Birches, Hulse, Lach Dennis, Lostock 
Gralam, Northwich, Nether Peover, Witton cum Twam- 
brooks. 

36 Part of Rudheath tns. is in Davenham and part in 
Sandbach A.P. 

37 i.e. Byley cum Yatehouse, Clive, Croxton, Kinderton 


with Hulme, Middlewich, Minshull Vernon, Moores- 
barrow cum Parme, Newton, Occlestone, Ravenscroft, 
Sproston, Stublach, Sutton, Wimboldsley. Middlewich 
A.P. extends into Eddisbury hundred (first division). 

38 i.e. Arclid, Blackden, Bradwall, Church Hulme, 
Cotton, Cranage, Goostrey, Leese, Rudheath, Sandbach, 
Twemlow, Wheelock. Sandbach A.P. extends into Nant- 
wich hundred. 

39 i.e. Backford, Chorlton, Lea, Great Mollington. Back- 
ford A.P. extends into Broxton hundred (lower division). 

4° Part of Bromborough A.P. is in Wirral hundred 
(lower division). 

41 Part of Whitby tns. is in Eastham, part in Stoke A.P. 

42 i.e. Blacon cum Crabwall. Most of Holy Trinity A.P. 
is in the city of Chester. 

43 i.e. Little Mollington. St. Mary’s A.P. extends into 
the city of Chester and Broxton hundred (lower division). 

44 1.e. Croughton. St. Oswald’s A.P. extends into the 
city of Chester, Broxton hundred (lower division), and 
Eddisbury hundred (first division). 45 See note 41. 

46 i.e. Brimstage. Most of Bromborough A.P. is in 
Wirral hundred (higher division). 

47 In 1841 Hilbre Island was returned as an E.P.P. 
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CITY OF CHESTER 


Boughton, Spital St. Martin 

Cathedral Church and Little St. John St. Mary (part of)5° 
Chester Castle+8 St. Michael 

Holy Trinity+9 St. Olave 

St. Bridget St. Oswald (part of)5! 
St. John the Baptist St. Peter 


Peri OlShRICTS AND THEIR CONSTITUENT 
CIVIL PARISHES 


No attempt has been made in this list to trace changes in the composition of civil parishes or to show what 
happened to any parish when it ceased to form part of a rural district unless it became part of another rural 
district or an urban district. For such information the population table and its notes should be consulted. 
The poor-law unions comprised the constituent parishes of the rural districts as shown in this list, 
together with the urban districts and municipal boroughs geographically situated within the rural districts. 


ALTRINCHAM R. D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Dissolved in 1894, when all its parishes were transferred to 
Bucklow R.D. 


Agden Mobberley 
Ashley Northenden 
Ashton upon Mersey Ollerton 

Aston by Budworth Partington 
Baguley Peover Inferior 
Bexton Peover Superior 
Bollington Pickmere 
Carrington Plumley 
Dunham Massey Pownall Fee (part of) 
Etchells, Northen Rostherne 

Hale ; Tabley Inferior 
Knutsford, Nether Tabley Superior 
Knutsford, Over Tatton 

Legh, High Timperley 
Marthall cum Warford Toft 

Mere Warburton 
Millington 


ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Most of Ashton-under-Lyne R.D. lay in Lancs. In 1894 
the Ches. parishes were transferred to Tintwistle R.D. 


Hattersley Tintwistle 
Matley 


BIRKENHEAD R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Dissolved in 1894, when its constituent parishes were 
transferred to Wirral R.D. 


Bidston cum Ford Noctorum 


48 In 1811 and 1821 there was no return for Chester ‘°° Part of St. Mary’s A.P. is in Wirral hundred (lower 
Castle, and in 1841 and 1851 there were separate returns division) and Broxton hundred (lower division). 


for Chester Castle gaol and Chester Castle barracks. 5I Part of St. Oswald’s A.P. is in Broxton hundred 
49 Part of Holy Trinity A.P. is in Wirral hundred (higher (lower division), Wirral hundred (lower division), and 
division). Eddisbury hundred (first division). 
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BUCKLOW eRe Db: 


Formed under the Local Government Act, 1894. 


Agden 

Ashley 

Ashton upon Mersey—constituted an U.D. 1895 

Aston by Budworth 

Baguley—transferred to Manchester C.B. 1931 

Bexton 

Bollington 

Carrington 

Dunham Massey 

Etchells, Northen—transferred to Manchester 
C.B. 1931 

Hale—constituted an U.D. 1900 

Knutsford, Nether—constituted an U.D. 1895 

Knutsford, Over—constituted an U.D. 1895 

Legh, High 

Marthall—created 1951 

Marthall cum Warford—dissolved 1951 

Mere 

Millington 


Mobberley 

Northenden—transferred to Manchester C.B. 
1931 

Ollerton 

Partington 

Peover Inferior 

Peover Superior 

Pickmere 

Plumley 

Ringway—created 1900 

Rostherne 

Styal—dissolved 1936 

Tabley Inferior 

Tabley Superior 

Tatton 

Timperley—dissolved 1936 

Toft 

Warburton 

Warford, Little—created 1951 


An area which was formerly a detached part of Bollington C.P., being wholly surrounded by Bowdon C.P., 
became part of the latter under the provisions of the Divided Parishes Act, 1882. It was not added to 
Bowdon U.D. and therefore became a separate C.P. under the provisions of the Local Government Act, 
1894. It was dissolved in 1936 and its area subsequently included in Bowdon U.D. 


CHESTER R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. 


Aldford—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 1936 

Bache 

Backford 

Barrow—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 1936 

Blacon cum Crabwall—dissolved 1936 

Broughton, Great 

Buerton—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 1936 

Capenhurst 

Caughall 

Chester Castle—said to have been outside U.D. 
and R.D. in 1881. Put into Chester R.D. 1889 

Chorlton by Backford 

Christleton 

Churton Heath—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 
1936 

Claverton 

Croughton 

Dodleston 

Dunham on the Hill 

Eaton 

Eccleston 

Elton 

Hapsford 

Hoole (part of)—re-named 1894 

Hoole Village—created 1894 

Huntington—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 1936 

Ince—transferred to Ellesmere Port U.D. 1933 

Kinnerton, Lower 


Lea by Backford 

Lea Newbold—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 
1936 

Ledsham—transferred from Wirral R.D. 1933 

Littleton 

Marlston.cum Lache 

Mollington—created 1901 

Mollington, Great—dissolved 1901 

Mollington, Little—dissolved 1901 

Moston 

Newton by Chester—dissolved 1936 

Picton 

Poulton 

Puddington—transferred from Wirral R.D. 1933 

Pulford 

Rowton—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 1936 

Saighton—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 1936 

Saughall—created 1948 

Saughall, Great—dissolved 1948 

Saughall, Little—dissolved 1948 

Shotwick 

Shotwick Park 

Stanlow—transferred to Ellesmere Port and 
Whitby U.D. 1910 

Stanney, Great—transferred to Ellesmere Port 
and Whitby U.D. 1910 

Stanney, Little 

Stoke 
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Sutton, Guilden—transferred from Tarvin R.D. 
1936 

Thornton le Moors 

Trafford, Bridge 

Trafford, Mickle 


Trafford, Wimbolds 
Upton-by-Chester 
Wervin 


Woodbank 


CONGLETON R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. 


Arclid 

Betchton 

Blackden—dissolved 1936 

Bradwall 

Brereton—created 1936 

Brereton cum Smethwick—dissolved 1936 
Cotton—dissolved 1936 

Cranage 

Davenport—dissolved 1936 

Elton 

Goostrey—created 1936 

Goostrey cum Barnshaw—dissolved 1936 
Hassall 

Hulme, Church 

Hulme Walfield 


Kermincham—dissolved 1936 
Leese—dissolved 1936 
Moreton cum Alcumlow 
Moston—dissolved 1936 
Newbold Astbury 
Newton—dissolved 1894 
Radnor—united with Somerford 1936 
Rode, Odd 

Smallwood 

Somerford 

Somerford Booths 
Swettenham 

Tetton 

Twemlow 
Wheelock—dissolved 1936 


Distuye KD? 
Formed under the Local Government Act, 1894, from the part of Disley C.P. formerly in Hayfield R.D. 
Disley (part of) 


MARKET DRAYTON R.D. 
Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Market Drayton R.D. lay mainly in Salop. The Ches. parish 


of 'Tittenley was transferred to Salop. in 1895. 


HAYFIELD R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Hayfield R.D. was mainly in Derb. but part of Disley C.P. 
was in Ches. and was constituted Disley R.D. in 1894. 


MACCLESFIELD R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. 
Adlington 
Alderley, Nether 
Alderley, Over 
Birtles—dissolved 1936 
Bosley 
Butley—dissolved 1936 
Capesthorne—dissolved 1936 


Chelford 

Chorley (part of) 

Eaton 
Fallibroome—dissolved 1936 
Gawsworth 


Henbury—created 1936 

Henbury cum Pexall—dissolved 1936 
Hurdsfield 

Kettleshulme 

Lyme Handley 

Macclesfield Forest 


Marton 

Mottram St. Andrew 
Newton—dissolved 1936 

Pott Shrigley 

Poynton—united with Worth 1880 
Poynton with Worth—created 1880 
Prestbury 

Rainow 

Rode, North 

Siddington 

Snelson 

Sutton 

Taxal—dissolved 1936 
Tytherington—dissolved 1936 
Upton—dissolved 1936 

Warford, Great 

Wildboarclough 

Wincle 
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Withington—created 1936 Woodford—dissolved 1939 
Withington, Lower—dissolved 1936 Worth—united with Poynton 1880 
Withington, Old—dissolved 1936 


MALPAS R.D. 


Formed under the Local Government Act, 1894. It was dissolved in 1936, when Marbury cum Quoisley, 
Norbury, and Wirswall parishes were transferred to Nantwich R.D. and the remainder to Tarvin R.D. 


Agden Marbury cum Quoisley 
Bickley Newton by Malpas 
Bradley Norbury 

Chidlow Oldcastle 

Chorlton Overton 

Cuddington Stockton 

Duckington Threapwood—transferred from Wrexham R.D, 
Edge 1895 

Hampton Tushingham cum Grindley 
Larkton Wigland 

Macefen Wirswall 

Malpas Wychough 


NANTWIcH R.D. 
Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. 





Acton Faddiley 

Alpraham Hankelow 

Alvaston—united with Worleston 1899 Haslington 

Aston juxta Mondrum Hatherton 

Audlem Haughton 

Austerson Henhull 

Baddiley Hough 

Baddington Hunsterson 

Barthomley Hurleston 

Basford Lea 

Batherton Leighton 

Beeston—transferred to Tarvin R.D. 1892 Marbury cum Quoisley—transferred from Malpas 
Bickerton R.D. 1936 

Blakenhall Minshull, Church 

Bridgemere Minshull Vernon 

Brindley Newhall 

Broomhall Norbury—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 
Buerton Peckforton 

Bulkeley Poole 

Bunbury Ridley 

Burland Rope 

Burwardsley—transferred to Tarvin R.D. 1892 Shavington cum Gresty 

Calveley Sound 

Checkley cum Wrinehill Spurstow 

Cholmondeley Stapeley 

Cholmondeston Stoke 

Chorley Tilstone Fearnall—transferred to Tarvin R.D. 
Chorlton 1892 

Coole Pilate Tiverton—transferred to Tarvin R.D. 1892 
Coppenhall, Church—dissolved 1936 Walgherton 

Crewe Wardle 

Dodcott cum Wilkesley Warmingham 

Doddington Weston 

Edleston Wettenhall 

Egerton Willaston 
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Wirswall—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 


Wistaston 
Woodcott 
Woolstanwood 


Acton—renamed Acton Bridge 1967 
Allostock 

Anderton 

Barnton 

Birches—united with Lach Dennis 1892 
Bostock 

Budworth, Little 

Byley 

Clive—dissolved 1936 
Cogshall—dissolved 1936 

Comberbach 

Crowton 

Croxton—united with Byley, 1892 
Cuddington 

Darnhall 

Davenham 

Delamere 

Eaton—dissolved 1936 
Eddisbury—dissolved 1936 

Hartford 

Hulse—united with Lach Dennis 1892 
Kinderton—created 1894, dissolved 1936 
Kinderton cum Hulme—dissolved 1894 
Lach Dennis 


Worleston 
Wrenbury cum Frith 
Wybunbury 


NorTHWIcH R.D. 
Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. 


Mooresbarrow cum Parme—united with Sproston 
1892 

Moulton 

Newhall—aunited with Lach Dennis 1892 

Newton—dissolved 1894 

Oakmere 

Occlestone—united with Wimboldsley 1892 

Onston—united with Crowton 1892 

Oulton Lowe—united with Little Budworth 1892 

Peover, Nether 

Ravenscroft—united with Byley 1892 

Rudheath 

Rushton—transferred from Tarporley U.D. 1936 

Shipbrook—united with Whatcroft 1892 

Shurlach—united with Rudheath 1892 

Sproston 

Stanthorne 

Stublach—united with Lach Dennis 1892 

Sutton—united with Newton 1892 

Tarporley—transferred from Tarporley U.D. 
1936 

Utkinton—transferred from Tarporley U.D. 1936 

Wallerscote—united with Winnington 1892 

Weaver—united with Darnhall 1892 


Leftwich—dissolved 1936 Weaverham 

Leigh, Little Whatcroft 

Lostock Gralam Wimboldsley 

Marbury Wincham 

Marston Winnington—dissolved 1936 
Marton 


An area which was formerly a detached part of Marton C.P., being wholly surrounded by Over C.P., 
became part of the latter parish under the provisions of the Divided Parishes Act, 1882; it was not added 
to Winsford U.D. and therefore became a separate parish under the provisions of the Local Government Act, 


1894. 


RuNcORN R.D. 
Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. 


Acton Grange—dissolved 1936 Daresbury 

Alvanley Dutton 

Antrobus Frodsham 

Appleton Frodsham Lordship—dissolved 1936 
Aston—created 1936 Grappenhall—transferred from Warrington R.D. 
Aston by Sutton—dissolved 1936 1894 

Aston Grange—dissolved 1936 Halton 

Bartington—dissolved 1936 Hatton 

Budworth, Great Helsby 

Clifton—dissolved 1936 Keckwick—dissolved 1936 


Crowley—dissolved 1936 Kingsley 
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Kingswood—dissolved 1936 
Latchford—transferred from Warrington R.D. 
1894, and to Warrington C.B. (Lancs.) 1896 
Latchford Without—created 1894, dissolved 1936 

Manley 

Moore 

Newton by Daresbury—dissolved 1936 
Newton by Frodsham—dissolved 1936 
Norley 

Norton 

Preston Brook—created 1936 

Preston on the Hill—dissolved 1936 
Seven Oaks—dissolved 1936 


Stockham—dissolved 1936 

Stockton Heath—created 1897 

Stretton 

Sutton 

Thelwall—transferred from Warrington R.D. 
1894, dissolved 1936 

Walton—created 1936 

Walton Inferior—dissolved 1936 

Walton Superior—dissolved 1936 

Weston—dissolved 1936 

Whitley—created 1936 

Whitley, Higher—dissolved 1936 

Whitley, Lower—dissolved 1936 


STOcKPorT R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Part of Stockport R.D. lay in Lancs. By 1904 its constituent 


parishes were all included in urban districts. 


Bosden—transferred to Hazel Grove and Bram- 
hall U.D. 1900 

Bramhall—transferred to Hazel Grove and Bram- 
hall U.D. 1900 

Brinnington (part of)—part transferred to Stock- 
port C.B. r1go1, part to Bredbury and Romiley 
U.D. 1902 

Cheadle Bulkeley (part of transferred to Cheadle 
and Gatley U.D. 1886 

Cheadle Moseley (part of }—transferred to Cheadle 
and Gatley U.D. 1886 


Compstall—created 1897, constituted Compstall 
U.D. 1902 

Etchells, Stockport—transferred to Cheadle and 
Gatley U.D. 1886 

Handforth—constituted Handforth U.D. 1904 

Norbury—transferred to Hazel Grove and Bram- 
hall U.D. 1900 

Offerton—transferred to Hazel Grove and Bram- 
hall U.D. 1900 

Torkington—transferred to Hazel Grove and 
Bramhall U.D. 1900 

Werneth (part of)—renamed Compstall 1897 


TaRVIN R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. 


Agden—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Aldersey 

Aldford—transferred to Chester R.D. 1936 

Ashton 

Barrow—transferred to Chester R.D. 1936 

Barton 

Beeston—transferred from Nantwich R.D. 1892 

Bickley—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Bradley—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Broxton 

Buerton—transferred to Chester R.D. 1936 

Burton 

Burwardsley—transferred from Nantwich R.D. 
1892 

Caldecott 

Carden 

Chidlow—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Chorlton—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Chowley 

Churton by Aldford 

Churton by Farndon 

Churton Heath—transferred to Chester R.D. 
1936 

Clotton Hoofield 


Clutton 

Coddington 

Cotton Abbotts 

Cotton Edmunds 

Crewe 

Cuddington—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 
Duckington—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 
Duddon 

Edge—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 
Edgerley 

Farndon 

Golborne Bellow 

Golborne David 

Grafton 

Hampton—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 
Handley 

Harthill 

Hatton 

Hockenhull 

Horton 

Horton cum Peel 

Huntington—transferred to Chester R.D. 1936 
Huxley 

Iddinshall 
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Kelsall 

Kings Marsh 

Larkton—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Lea Newbold—transferred to Chester R.D. 1936 

Macefen—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Malpas—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Mouldsworth 

Newton by Malpas—transferred from Malpas 
R.D. 1936 

Newton by Tattenhall 

Oldcastle—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Overton—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Prior’s Heys 

Rowton—transferred to Chester R.D. 1936 

Saighton—transferred to Chester R.D. 1936 

Shocklach, Church—transferred from Wrexham 
R.D. 1894 

Shocklach Oviatt—transferred from Wrexham 
R.D. 1894 

Stapleford, Bruen 


Stapleford, Foulk 

Stockton—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 
Stretton 

Sutton, Guilden—transferred to Chester R.D. 


1936 

Tarvin 

Tattenhall 

Threapwood—transferred from Malpas R.D. 
1936 

Tilston 

Tilstone Fearnall—transferred from Nantwich 
R.D. 1892 


Tiverton—transferred from Nantwich R.D. 1892 

Tushingham cum Grindley—transferred from 
Malpas R.D. 1936 

Waverton 

Wigland—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 

Willington 

Wychough—transferred from Malpas R.D. 1936 


(Pigeons 11D). 


Formed under the Local Government Act, 1894, from the Ches. parishes formerly in Ashton-under- 


Lyne R.D. 


Hattersley—dissolved 1936 
Matley—dissolved 1936 


Tintwistle 


WARRINGTON R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. The greater part of Warrington R.D. lay in Lancs. In 1894 
its three Ches. parishes were transferred to Runcorn R.D. 


Grappenhall 
Latchford 


Thelwall 


WHITCHURCH R.D. 
Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Part of Whitchurch R.D. lay in Salop. In 1894 the Ches. 


parishes were transferred to Malpas R.D. 


Agden Malpas 
Bickley Marbury cum Quoisley 
Bradley Newton by Malpas 
Chidlow Norbury 
Chorlton Oldcastle 
Cuddington Overton 
Duckington Stockton 
Edge Tushingham cum Grindley 
Hampton Wigland 
Larkton Wirswall 
Macefen Wychough 
WIRRAL R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. It was dissolved in 1933, when its constituent parishes were 
transferred to Birkenhead C.B., Bebington U.D., Ellesmere Port U.D., Hoylake U.D., Wirral U.D. and 


Chester R.D. 


Arrowe 

Barnston 

Bidston cum Ford—transferred from Birkenhead 
R.D. 1894 


Brimstage 
Burton 
Caldy 
Eastham 
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Frankby 

Gayton 

Grange 

Greasby 

Heswall cum Oldfield 

Hoose—transferred to West Kirby and Hoylake 
U.S.D. 1891 

Hooton 

Irby 

Kirby, West—transferred to West Kirby and 
Hoylake U.S.D. 1891 

Landican—transferred to Birkenhead C.B. 1928 

Ledsham 

Meols, Great—transferred to West Kirby and 

Hoylake U.S.D. 1891 

Meols, Little—transferred to West Kirby and 

Hoylake U.S.D. 1891 

Moreton—transferred to Wallasey C.B. 1928 

Ness 

Netherpool—transferred to Ellesmere Port U.D. 
IgIo 

Newton cum Larton—united with Grange 1889 





Noctorum—transferred from Birkenhead R.D. 
1894 and to Birkenhead C.B. 1933 

Overpool—transferred to Ellesmere Port U.D. 
Igo 

Pensby 

Poulton cum Spital 

Prenton—transferred to Birkenhead C.B. 1928 

Puddington 

Raby 

Saughall Massie 

Storeton 

Sutton, Great 

Sutton, Little 

Thingwall—transferred to Birkenhead C.B. 1928 

Thornton, Childer 

Thornton Hough 

Thurstaston 

Upton by Birkenhead 

Whitby—constituted Ellesmere Port and Whitby 
U.D. 1902 

Willaston 

Woodchurch 


WREXHAM R.D. 


Formed under the Public Health Act, 1872. Most of Wrexham R.D. lay in Denb. but it extended into 
Flints. and Ches. In 1894 Church Shocklach and Shocklach Oviatt were transferred to Tarvin R.D., and 


Threapwood to Malpas R.D. 


Shocklach, Church 
Shocklach Oviatt 


Threapwood (part of) 
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POPULATION TABLE 1801-1971 


Abbreviations 

A.P. Ancient Parish M.B. Municipal Borough tns. township(s) 

C.B. County Borough pop. population(s) U.D. Urban District 

chap. chapelry R.D. 1872-94, Rural Sanitary U.S.D. Urban Sanitary District 
G.P> Civil Parish District; 1894-1974, se Indicates note on pp. 241- 
E.P.P. Extra-Parochial Place Rural District 9. 


Note: The pop. of tns. for which totals were struck on not more than two occasions, 1801-71, is given, 
not in the table, but in the footnotes under their respective A.P.s. For those tns. see Index. 


201 


oge 6ge Igt gb 

$69 L19 oS gth 

vLz ogz zee LVE 

g6 SZ 96 z6 
el ON XG tia) 


MO[SUTTTMA pue “q’d pue 
‘A'N espgq Aepr9ppy eeg sgt 


‘di pus 
‘A' Mpy Aepiappy eeg 66£‘z 
OLY § ,12z9°E 6gg‘E SFI‘ 
£62 brie ZQe eee 
6S9 gog 6zS ASS 
gL Sgr 6L 088 
zg IZ 09 SZ 
£46 ZZO'I fzg 1989 
"dO WORM 99S well 
S€g 
SEG 
ye 1g yoss gis 
gLlz £6z £6z goz 
yA4Sl‘gtS‘t 6L6‘ggf‘r sLoS‘gSz‘1 SSg‘Lgo'r 5+ 











IL61 IQ6I 


Sor 
$Sr 
Le 


Iz6r 


‘dO PloOjply Aq uoynyD 99g ytLz 
‘dD Uoneng 22g ygt 
‘dO PIOJPLY 99S 46h 
Sig 
601 €11 FII 601 Weiart ataehare 
6S9 €£9 BOK OSPOLG. CROIO 0, CMC OND: CO CRMEROWOFON ed 
tgh‘c €z2z @) apatsiratseraelel sie eleeliess s/si'skel’e ire: s 
Ep1°€ gS9‘z 
gg9f gse Sge 66¢ Srokercchoicter: 
atig 77s L£1S ELS Biss, ae aero 
"dO AD ‘ployer 29S O6E 
‘d'O 1940 ‘Apply vag bh 
‘d’D YPN “A2]1apry 22g 09S 
bolt 
ZOl Siig gor tor soadumeo€ 
SE 09 eZ £6 sCateMonste fatere 
£9 Sol 61g gSg ttre 
cri SHI ESP €L1 BY aere anevaree 
ees gis $OS L6S ocmeooogs 
gzz gz Lye Lee seater a isiceatst 
‘dD UojsaTIOM vag = SQgE 
‘d'D ayo1g sag_—s10z 
‘d'D 200g 99S) ZQI 
‘dD uolsopinyy sags FI 
‘dO TmyusH eg S81 





Lot Igh tor get Samaras 
bor +6+ IoS 10S eieiiay Sifai/sielie 
Ich 60+ LS+ ors aeeroncheisc ate 


‘d= Aaprespq aS 9 


‘dD Agtippeg veg «= L6z 
‘dD uolse[py 20g = $6 
“d'O AWzIIg aJoog vag zS 
‘d'D uoysapuourjoyD veg = £oz 
‘dO puefing eg 989 
‘d= Aa[purrg eeg «= Ler 
‘d’'D uoisuIppeg eeg §=Ez1 
‘dD uostaisny seg «SS 
‘dD wmnipuopy eixnf uoisy 99g gg 


"dD uopyeaeg «gz 
cLO1‘€ 


pror'Lz 
660'Srg 


6g9g‘fFL 


oBSO°oEL Lfo'Ftg 1oz‘1gs 






II6rI IO6r I69I IQgr 


gzr‘sos 


IQ9I 


. 


OSs, Www ae. 9 lelielie aie)e 6m Ba ae 


. 


‘a'b “g'y Ainqung jo 31eg 
‘“A‘b Coe yeoryg ‘yyompng JO Hed 
eee eee ‘a‘b aw PIOFPlV JO Weg 


ZI II 4 n— 9 
Sz giz Oz S61 oti 
1g 6S og gs 6£ 
get gr 16% 16€ Ife 
S€Q g6ZL Sol zbg gis 
aljeii@/csikel/e\farie) sts saP aes exe: (ene ‘a'b “g'y UoIZUIpPpogd jo peg 
aio steko Veto is iafsv els sPouetsereteret? ‘LV MO[SUTTAA Jo yeg 
Mis aisha alee tid lund cinco awe MOLGEETEAN 0 Era T 
evereneiteiale) ol ipbielel sl's\iet eVaisrs AD “gy Agpepry jo eg 
aMaiaalteliaiheieite fe) aftacrelelts/aivcie)-aierone ‘a‘b “av Aepepry jo weg 
bor ore gfe gze Lgz 
SSP zor ely bzr gor 
%6L9 Les 899 Its fer 
ges‘1 gee ir LLY‘I £6e°1 gLI‘T 
“77 cab “gry ourlayisoy pue “gy uopmog jo y1eg 
@) \ SRO 8-10 Oe ee). .6 Vee) nl see eee eae ‘a‘b Saclnki sedyeyy jo peg 
. o. . se ee eee . "AD: ay Aimqiseig jo peg 
actin tuletiats a iale ses co\ahenel y ‘vb “g°y uroouny jo weg 
© Selec a 6 @\0 © via « we eee "A‘b EAS UWIVYIDABI AA jo neg 
aiey 1 lamele Ta’ aiata tal atin wists eleva rai ie tape “Ab “gry uopYy jo eg 
16€ Lot 69f F6z 69z 
611 tz1 LEX oI LzI 
10¢ gg Sgr gLI ggI 
Z61 gér 161 gLI ZgI 
FII zg 06 LS SP 
oze gift 16z Itz bzz 
96 For £6 Fg 88 
6S gt gt er 6£ 
goz ogi goz 6gI ggr 
6£9 SiS SoS Fer ILE 
FgI €St Lgl €Si gti 
LEX CAs ofl €11 IZI 
ss 69 Sg LS 6s 
tgI ZSI OSI gti III 
Ize 60f£ eLz ggz zgz 
go1‘e L16‘z €z6‘z 6gS‘z zgt‘e 
#099‘S6E IOE‘FEE gbo.oLt § gytfotLez =, ISL‘ 161 





"d'D WVHVudTy 
‘dD NOOLSOTIY 
‘dD aquosaty 
su} AATUADAT 
*su} 
duodaty Ad NOLYNHS 
su) NOLuang 
su} GuoddTy 
yd'V¥ aiosaTy 
‘dD ATSUAAaTY 


‘dD WY NITIOG 


‘d'D goaq AaTaaaTy 
b'd'O ‘9£61 woz 
pue ‘q’ a9aq AaTusaTy 
‘dD IAC ‘AaTUaaTYy 
‘dD NaHLaN ‘AgTusaTy 
"SU} Lvau) ‘aTuodUv AA 
“SU} HAAG ‘ATTUaATY 
‘SU} UFHLAN ‘AaTaadTy 
“dV AgdtagatTy 
‘dO NaIadoy 
‘dO NAGY 
‘dD NOLONITAY 
‘dO FJONVU NOLOY 
1dO aoalug NOLOy 
"dO NOLOY 
‘dO NOLY 
*sU} NOLSATYIO MA, 
“SU} AHOLS 
*su} AIOOg 
*su} NOLSAaTaN FT 
*SU] TIQHNAPY 
*su] AATIGAV 
*su} NOLSaTAq 
*SU} ALYIIg AIOOD 
*SU} NOLSAGNOWTIOHD 
*su} GNYTUNg 
“su} AATTAGNING 
*su} NOLONIdayg 
*su} NOSUaLsAy 
*suq 
WOYANOJ VLIXAl NoLsy 
*su} NOLOY 
1d ¥ NOLY 
es ie) PeieIDosse 
(iim AjuNOD enenstunupy 
AyunoD quspuy 


*AYuTHSAHO 


¢ 





202 


"dW AesieyAl 

uo uOoIYsY UI AjaIUa peUINjer sI ing "g*y UOpMog ojUrI spuazxa ‘su} AasiayY UO UOIYsY (2) 
"WA [eM Ul “g’a Aqiy 03 (1£61 ut oz *dod) zed 

pue -g’d pue ‘g’D peeyueyig 0} pariajsuer sem (1€61 ut 14 dod) y1eg “€£61 paajossiq (q) 
‘dD BPH 
woyyoOIG auIeIaq (1061 ur EFS‘z ‘dod) ‘ga uoxa[ddy jo z1ed L6gi ur pue “oo “ulUIpe “souR’T 

pue “gd ployyo3ey] 0} pariajsues sem (16gr1 ut Lob dod) ‘g°D uorajddy jo ued g6gr uy (ek) 
GEO) SAS aR Gab asia) ue 

aiaM (1£61 ut £g1 ‘dod) -g’g syeQ ueasg pue (1£61 url 6£1 “dod) “g’D AepMoID gt6r uy (Z) 


SYBOQ USAIG 0} pariojsues sem (1ggr ur € -dod) -q’D snqosuy jo q1ed payoeiep & Iggr Uy (4) 
“a'<a Aqsjap 0} perreysuesy sem (1€61 ut zz ‘dod) -g’D Aeueary jo wed g£61 uy (x) 


“C'A FRY 0} posriejsuey sem (1£61 ut gg ‘dod) ‘ga pue ‘q’y wWeyouripy jo 11ed g£61 uy (m) 
‘dD pue -q'p weyoumnyy 0} peiiaysuesy 

a10M (1161 ut 6Lz‘1 “dod) -g’a Aassey, WeyuNG jo pue “q’D uo wutIIe_D jo sjred oz61 uy (A) 

“Su} PIOJP[Y IO} [e}0} oy] UT papnyour sem ‘sui Asjiaspq jo ‘dod oy} 11gt uy (Nn) 
“ystied ay} IOF [e101 oY} UI pepnyouT sem “dod 19y} pue “IF—-IIgI “gy PIOJply WH 

pouinjer AjZu0rm or0M ysired pyeMsg ‘1g ur ‘deyo yieazy UOYNY_D pur “sui uoWsNog 1eeI1y) (3) 
"d'=D MojsuIAA 0} UoNeindod ynoyisM jied pue “g'D 

pue ‘gq’ e3pq Aepepry 0} perieysuem Zuteq (161 ur gbL -dod) y1ed ‘gf61 paajossiq (s) 
ids) pow 

"C'A 23pq Aepsepry 0} poreysuem sem (161 ur oz ‘dod) ‘q'q MojsuI AA Jo red FS6r uy (2) 
"G'A 24} YIM dATSUa}xe-09 
auresaq IsuIIof ay} (1£61 ut gL ‘dod) *g’_Q 224 UTTJog jo Wed epnpour 0} *g’D ey} Surpuayxa Ag 
“(161 ur Ajaaoadsar Sz pue bor ‘dod) *g’D AajioyD pue dq’ MojsurytAA Jo syed apnyour o}3 
pepuarxe sem ‘q'"Q espg Aeprepry 9£61 uy q'A e3pq AePeply Ur “g’D Aet1oy_D jo wed 3ey3 Jo no 
pasar sem “g°a edpy Aopiopry ep cures ay} yy “(1061 ul 6 dod) *q°D AaysoyD jo ped royrINg 

8 Opnpour 0} papua3zxa sem pur “G’—Q espy Ae|ieppy peweuar sem “q’— AejszoyD F6gr uy (b) 
‘dO 

a8pq Aeprepry 0} poerieysues sem (1061 ur SE dod) -q’g Aayrepry Jey3eN Jo wed o161 uy (d) 

“q'- Uep3y 0} parsojsuen sem (1£61 ur z ‘dod) ‘gD ums] jo y1ed gf61 uy (0) 
‘dO 

pue ‘q’AQ uourjog 0} perzejsuem sem (1£61 ur z dod) *g’D uo ur[py jo y1ed gf61 uy (u) 
*“(‘soueq) ‘G’y uowwursie\ 07 

Jopurewiar ay} pue “g’d UoIeAA 0} possaysues} sem (1£61 ut oor “dod) q1eg “g£6r paajossiq (WW) 


“L916 
"qaq £z ‘g ‘ON PINUIPAL “OD “S9YD :"d'D espug Uo poweuel sea “gq’D uojy 4961 Uy (J) 
‘d'—D wo~wy 0} paeiiejsuem sem (1£61 ut £g ‘dod) gD UOT! UND WeYyIeAva A 
jo neg ‘q’d wound 0} pereysuen sea (1£61 ur gz ‘dod) ‘g’D uojy Jo qed gt6r uy (4%) 
‘Gy uowy ur Apred Avy yorym “suy punos jo sjurjqeyur gf sepnyour “sy siyy, (f) 
“AvD “gry Ainqusi 
pue ‘gy Wo[pny ur sal] ing ‘Iv—-IIgt ‘g°y uoIY JopuN pauINjel sv “su} T[eYMeEN, (1) 
*soyQ) 0} peliejsuen siem “syeyg ur Ajiauioj “G-y ewAT Jopun opiseomenNy pue “GF 
dAOIZSpryy jo pue “doje ur Aproursi0j ‘(1961 ur S$ -dod) -q'q YyomnyoiyAA Jo syed pue “syeig 
0} “say WoIZ polsejsuen oiom "G’Yy YormIueN pue “q°y Uo}[Ssu0D jo syed S961 uy (y) 
*qi9q 0} peiiejsueyy 
a1aM YoryM (1£61 ur gz pue gtg ‘dod) -g’a jexey, jo sued pue “(1£61 ur € -dod) -q’p awyny 
-sapijayy jo wed “(1£6r ur €zS pue SL dod) -g’D pue ‘q'y Agisiq jo syed “(1£61 ur SFL‘r -dod) 
"a'-: Agey A Uno AeIspreax Jo y1ed pure “soue’T 0} paisajsuesy o1aMm yor “(161 ur € pue “gz “Ez 
‘zi ‘bE ‘€1z AJaaoadsai -dod) [jempeyy, pue ‘UoION, ‘e1O0Ty “esuvIg UOJY “IolezyUy woe 
qqequadderyy :s*g°-d Surmoyjoy ey} Jo syred pue (1£61 ur + ‘dod) ‘qq’ wultT jo Wied ynoyA nq 
(1€61 url ziZ‘rt pue gz6‘1 AjaAMoadsar “dod) s*g’D IOTeTY pue YWOMpN'T “ZIA “OO VATIeINsTUTUIpe 
‘qiaq jo wed yyM Ieyie30} If61 ur paimyysuoo se ‘oo sATJBIISTUTWUpe ay} pastiduIOD (8) 
*souUBT WIOIJ *sayd 0} 
porsoysues} sem (1161 ur ggr‘r1 ‘dod)-g'd pue qf SHION uojway jo ped JoyyIng e £161 uy (¥) 
‘soue’] WOIJ paiieyjsuviy “(1061 ul zg 
dod) ‘g'd SILION uoieaHy Jo ued pue ‘q'AQ YSIPppey ePNpoU! 0} papuayzxe sem ‘sayD 1061 uy (a) 
*soue’] wolf (1061 ut $¢ ‘dod) auA-[-1apun-uoyysy jo ied pue “sjulpy woz 
poesiojsues ‘poomdeaiy yj, Jo y1ed apnpout 0} pepuazxe eIeM “sayD JO ‘spunod 2y} g6gI uy ‘soueT 
0} porieysued} atom (1061 ur 6€ ‘dod) ‘gD pleyuryng jo pue (1061 ur fgi pue Loh Ajaanzadsar 
dod) -g°d Noy AA prosyoyeyT Jo pue “g’_d uojo[ddy jo syred «zta ‘syred 1oying g6gr pue g6gr ur 
pue “doyjeg 0} porrojsues sem (16gr ut FE ‘dod) ‘g’D AeTueity, “ZIA “soyD jo qed S6gr uy (p) 
*qioq jo ‘09 JuaTOUe 9y} UT (16gI UI EgI‘1 ‘dod) ‘q'g°y 
SITTAL MON Jo ued pue “oueq Jo ‘0d JuaToue ay} UT Yyi0q “(16gI ur SgZ‘S -dod) "q’S' UOISUTTIE AA 
jo yred ‘(16g1 ut Lgg‘z ‘dod) -q's'Q Aayssoyy, Jo Wed Suonpap Aq pue “suey Jo “Od JUsTIOUR 
ay} ul y30q “(16g1 ur géz‘Z ‘dod) "q's", espriqdjeig jo z1ed “(16gI ut ggf‘gt “dod) -g’D od 
-4901G jo y1ed Surppe Aq payowal St 16gI UTI “OO JATZBI}SIUTUIpe 9Y} IOF [210] BY J, “PAISUS}X9-09 JOU 
219M QQQI UI Po}Beid “OD VATIPIISIUTWIpe 94} JO pUe “Od JUATOUR 94} Fo “spuNod ey], “seyD UI “g’D 
pioyyoie] 0} porteysuer sem (16gr ut z ‘dod) (‘soueq) ‘gq’ uowurltie\\ Jo ued Fgegr uy (2) 
‘gg poroquinu YSIYM eI}TTIU [B90] 9Y} SapnypoUr sinsy styy, (q) 
*1Sgr ut SoO€‘Z61 0} pajdaI109 seM aInsy siyy, (®) 


ee  — — ————————————  ————————————————S nan ae 


"TIA pue “C'D aAes 29S gfLE‘S x1 foe o7zL‘t 60f‘1 Fol‘! 6FO‘I 106 61g *sU1 TIVS 
"d= Aesieyy uodn uoyysy 92g %S50°L ¥9LV'I Vite So1‘t +L6 SLg gi6 gLL 3(1Zg1 Ut jo j1ed) “su 
AgSUayTA, NOdA NOLHSY 
9z9'9 LoS‘¢ F69‘z vir‘z glofz FzZ6'1 61g‘ LOS‘T ‘dV Agsugj|, Noda NOLHSYW 
€10‘I +Ly +6E ofr gtr 1zv gor Lot Qge Rig eee aes Shen SCG Cie Wns & Blt 6 68).0. 6S, sees i616 Oe. s Olas. e 6, 8 Ries 1S ae *A'D “IV UTAI® T, jo weg Cag} NOLHSY 
Cre 12+ gee 6SE I6E gir t2r Ziv Sge oa eleln ele 8. 2.® 0.0.0 © i dda 6 6 le. Ge). .6 10, = 6 010/mn 6b oe ae ©, 6.0.8.6 0 (sora IG 8) SOF ASS uopMog jo peg EO) AITHSY 
‘W' TPIM pue “dO 
pue 77) peoyuoyiig 29S q16 gol III IZI QzI [Ai POC OTOL a bietalterelierenble aie is) sja\-s ee elelis\iehelel-ee:e 0 aletsliete “A‘b rE yomnyopoo, Jo Weg "q'2 AMOR 
gLt £or zor got 60£ LOE Ize gif Sze ae (Cae OS. wm ea eo we ee PPG Oe BO ©. e a O1S4are (6) 0a) 6 \0, 616 Se. 6 ne « ‘A‘b Slat yorqpues jo weg “OD daItouy 
9789 g£g‘b +L6°z 4901'T 008 +6L evrl 6SL‘z Lgo‘z iala\valel S16 (elpiare (6 sie tele.w dle i 6) ae’ wee, 6, 0) 0's (e)o elle) © ‘eo; 6's ‘a’b ue ie yeoIy, ‘quiompng jo peg ire. NOLaTday 
gil +69 29el, ogt ggt Lge CLE 4aev ocr Oa S) ele, 8) 6 Ua Bolu ale &@ 0.6, 6.6100) 66.0 616 (0) 6), 5) '8 @ @ 60.6) 0 ‘A‘b Srl yeasty ‘yyiompng jo weg “Ee SOdOULNY 
oir 6S+ tzr Lze gget Ese ogf 69f Cre a7) 2s ale 6.2 <a «ee 0 elm a O18 6.9 6 O0 ® 6) O86 © 6 a) .wa oe 6 oe a8 “AD ay yeatyy ‘qjiompng jo neg dea) NOLYAGNY 
cca) U0}S3TIOM, 239 of LS = S616 Sle) eo) 6. eb © 6.6 mis ee a 18 018.@) 959) 6.0.8, & a8 bNeldl s,s 0"\6: 8616) 0 26'S “A’D ORAS YoIMjue Ny Jo peg 2 ire NOLSVATY 
Ctb Zee xLQz 60£ glz got 61€ gze Ize <0) seats . oe iy Ae oe eeee eee eee eee ee aoe oe *“A*b aay ureyspoly jo weg Ante) ATINVATY 
“GU Moppong veg Sbz6z +FSH‘gz ‘d'U WYHONTIELTY 
LeLl‘or ZZib nOQl‘6E gSf‘12 oS hoz C1g‘L1 1fQ‘QI ottf‘'zI oSz‘II 6. e) Meee 6 em Se, . . Ce ee eC ae ere! eo fae (O06 86 De 90 8 6 swe ‘A’b ASE uopmMog jo weg CHIN LE61 wIOI}) AED. 
pue ‘q'S’'Q WVYHONIULTY 
6zf‘o1 gog‘L CLS‘S ZSQ%~ £69‘z Cris L6S‘z ZI6‘I 109‘I nO 0 eS 6)0 0k ose wee uw . . ee . . eee oe ee @ 6 0.08 o* ‘a‘b cays AgTWMoy leg jo weg aia) ‘F6g1 


woj ‘pure *g°d adOVSTY 


203 


9066 oSo'r Sgo'r 016 LLo 
Shey Serr gI6'E 61‘ 6SEE 
"HA [PIM 99S wy EST £69 


(‘sour’T) “g’D Joysoyouryy] Jo yeg 4SLE‘r 


of! ZII Kae ZII gIl 
Sez g61 61z 61z fz 
SPI LI 611 ter Sr 
98 2 89 co 61 
Fir Fiz If oS ca 
€6z°1 eLi‘t SIE‘T gbe‘1 FOE‘ 
gbi obi Iti 6£1 gg 

"dD uojisy 90g Qf LE 

‘d'D uoysy 99g Oz SS 
19z S6z oof Foe Sgt 
ySZI Ocz tre 

"a'N Weg ees) ELL‘L 


‘d'D uoysurysey] 0g 4 6£S‘1 
dD eMaIg 99G_—ILE 
‘d'=D Aeqwoyiieg 99g «= Sob 
d= fosesyy 999 yghi‘1 


Egv‘e 
669 LzL FEL vel bfg 
1S0‘E Z6Liz Lozz QESOT mmcickeraisierscs 
Itg zs tot Og SShisns 
oL6 $£g tig gel Si see 
raat ez Ibi LYI ok: 
Lez The 39re Sez Po 
Sor Ivi LEY Ser ee Peace 
‘d'—D ord ‘uojsuToyy 99S = 6QT 
“d'D proyyoeg Aq vaT 20g sag 
“d'D propporg Aq uoysoyD eg 1g 


‘dO Teysney v9g 61 
‘d'O proyyoeg 99G §6 «OL I 


oss 
%cor get Cz Lz Om 6810) 6 \¢ ee 
+S ¢s +S 1g @ «| &; ee 0)e eo 
ogh‘1 CSHr IZE‘tr Me Ose aac Cue we 5 ee ee 


d= Agpusnry, 90S of 
“dO Te4UMeN 209 «$6 


"dD MOpxUBH 29S 499% 


‘d'=D AasoyptAA wns Woopog sag 


dd uoylong veg ~=—s bo S. 


‘dD wepny ag) arzS‘t 
999%z 
00z v6I S61 QI Rietapas shales 
gt ov cE e¢ Mer seener Oth 
glz 6bz Ogz Sgz tenes . 
got fcr HERE 6tr Aoossooe 
dD sy}00g projisutog veg _~—arbz 
‘dD ploftsut0og 99G-—sd16 
‘dD pooamyeurg 99g = og 


d‘—D Ioupey x0 VE 
‘d'D POM PPO 22S »b96‘z 
dd Ainqisy ploqmen veg = £gZ, 
‘dD MoTUMoTY UMS UOJIOAI Vag) HII 


‘dO PPETEM Suny] 99g = Lor 
‘d’'—D Hoduaarq 29g 9g 
“PI UoOW}[Su0D 99g FHE‘II 
‘dD uoymeysng 99g 46z9‘1 

Eth‘g1 

PESL biz Cs ier et sec er) 


£gS‘S gzee °° 


S1z2‘r €Sr‘r 
Lge Sof 
git os 
%f0L Ly 
WEL Ibh‘ze 
€z9 6S9 
ele 1Qz 
ggl repent 
Sg 16 
sg 89 
61 II 
oSt SSr 
Szs LYY 
Lz Zz 
68 Os © 
LOI Sz 
‘d'V Ainquarpy 39g 
tor try 
oS‘! 16S‘1 
Lge'e Zz oLg‘z 
ozz blz 
zg 6L 
06S 619 
Sz ve 
%f0S‘z ESQ°1 
Ib Sol 
61Ir eed 
ie frou 
fens IIl 
PPez1 ozS‘or 
x F107 ZSo'~e 
“1S€°6r 10S ‘91 


6Lz 
r Aor 


zis 
%IZQ‘I 
C8 e Zz 


#1 98°I 
pO1g‘t1 


gzo‘r $36 zz6 LLo 
S6z Loz ogz 6gz 
6bb oSh Sor $gI 
Pad OSE Ore SLz 
gizz 160°2 gio%z Sep‘r 
349 ebg $38 10S 


ING 8) CORE V 21D ‘yompng jo yieg 
BENE OHO OIG a UES: Vv younyopoo,, jo yieg 
Chie; 654) 81-0) wie “A’b ¢ ‘d'V uopmog jo yieg 
“Ab “gy uo}Y jo eg 


Loz oLz QgQz glz 
er oe te) ese ee, 6 fe ‘ab “gy proyyoeg jo weg 
gII (ZH €11 III 
z6 Lg 06 oL 
98 gs es 89 
gz ez gt 41 
Sor oFl gti ger 
Ler oSh och tor 
ellelfe iuiteviauiers. “A‘b SONS S.preMscC, 4S Jo yeg 
Chtee DC Oe IDES ‘Ab “gy uowy jo weg 
OT DIO O80 Oo ‘Ab “gry Welpny jo jeg 
of gf er ev 
#9) (6)tel\e} 19118) (e\ el .6i0..6) @le.eisiele ‘dv Amquoi, 99¢ 
6gz2 Sz giz Loz 
L£9 oLlg ZzQ ssf 
tor bes 6b Sob 
gsS‘1 Lot‘ oto‘ S96 
g46°2 =, S6L‘z oSf‘z SLE‘z 
a0] fe) elie) 0) oletisvete} oi6 ‘Ab “gry uopyY jo weg 
aiien sinha) (sjisinialieterale ‘a’ “gry usoouny Jo 331%q 
Siisieiiclict sical tere “A‘b § ‘dV wroouny Jo eq 
streets cab “gry yeary “yIompng jo jeg 
L6z Sgz Loz oSz 
ZIl Lot FII Zr1 
vSS gs gor zor 
o% VI ZI v1 
oof evi‘ £00‘ £16 
gos 69S g6S SLs 
IFI 6z1 ort gil 
601 gol QII Tel 
fol 96 68 68 
ZSb‘6 Sot‘g g19‘F 1gg‘E 
% 480% gt6 $s Ars 
ELOVI =pggt‘or S£o‘g S60‘Z 


“ab “gy Asssayy uodn uojysy jo y1eg 


*deyd NOLONTISV}{ 
“su} AMAaUND 
*su} ATINOHLUVG 
“deyo udovsTy 
a(jO Hed) “q-y ATINOHLUVG 
ad’) pue ‘dy Mouuvg 
‘dO NOLNUVG 
‘dO NOLSNUVG 
‘d'=D AgInoVg 
‘dD NOLONIGayg 
‘d'D pure ‘gy Agtiaayvg 
‘dO asomovg 
*SU} LVTUD ‘NOLONITIOJL 
*SU} GUOAMOVG Ad Va'T 
“suy 
aquorsovg Ad NOLTXOHD 
*su} TIVHONVD 
*su} GUOdMOVg 
‘d'V aaoamsovg 
‘dD aHOVG 
‘dO Nosuaisay 
‘dO Walany 
*SU} AVINGLLL TY, 
(Jo y1ed) *su} TIVHMAN 
*SU} MOTAYNV]T 
g SU} ATISAMTIM 
WAD LLOOGOG 
(JO qed) ‘suy NoLuang 
*su} WaTGaAy 
3d V Walaay 
‘dO 
WOUYGNOJ, VLxal NoLsy 
‘dO FONVUD NOLsy 
dD NOLLAS Ad NOLSY 
‘dD Hluomang Ad NOLsy 
ad) Noisy 
*SU} SHLOOG GuOsNAWOSG 
*su} GUOIMAINOS 
*sU} GOOMTIVING 
*SU} UONAVY 
*su} AGOY dqdg 
*‘su} ANNEISY GIOGMAN 
*su} MOTINNOTY 
WOO NOLAYOJAL 
*sU} CTaISIVM AWNTOFL 
*suU} LUOdNSAVG 
‘dey NOLATONOD 
‘deys NOLMYTONgG 
‘dV Aunaisy 
‘d' ‘S6gr wo7j ‘pue 
‘dO AgsuayA, NOdn NOLHSY 


TL61 T96I IS6r IE6r IZ6r IIOT Toor IO8TI I9gr IL9T I99T IS9T IPQI IE9T TZ9r IITQT TOSI 
Sc A 


204 


“q'-D pue 'q’A plojsinuy 0} perseysuey sea (1£61 ut grr “dod) ‘q’d uoyxag joued gf61uy (2) 
*(1z61 ut Zgg‘F1 pue Sg/‘r Ajaansadsar -dod) s°q'y, uo WuUIqeg Iamo7T pue 
JOYySIET YIM (1z61 ur zS$g‘z “dod) ‘gp pue ‘q’A Ysnor1oqwoig Sunrun Aq zz61 payeeID (S) 
*ystied JIAIS oY} YIM dAISUa}K9-09 aUIvIaq 
snqi ‘G' uoiuigeg JoysIy “g’D peeyueyg 0} g6gi Ul pariojsues sem ying “gD Aloy 
YoY peinjysuos sem “g°D peayueyIig ul ‘q’D UoWUIgeg JeYysIF] Jo wed oi FOgI Uy (4) 
*“(1£61 ut LE1‘S -dod) ‘ga uoIseyIA pue “gD YSnoPy UowUIOYT, 
“Ta Aqey “gO uolooy “g’Q weyIseq “g’D uoIIOY], IepliyD “q'D eseisunig jo syed 
pue “go uolinig “g’d Jeudg wins uoynog ‘(161 ur ob4‘gz ‘dod) ‘q’Q YSnor1oquio1g pue 
uouiqeg woz €£61 Ul payed useq pey Jane] ey], ‘G'~A woIurgag woz LE61 payeary (6) 
"(sgeig) perpuny [[ryestg ojur spuayxe “qry Aepwoyieg (d) 
pid) 200 al EON 
pue ‘u0jng Uapfiny ‘UoJpsIIYD 0} pesiojsues o1eM ‘q’D MorIeg Jo syed pue “gD Molieg 0} 
persoysuey] 10M S*g°D ployery, ePpryAl pue ‘wowing uapjmy ‘uojapistyD jo syed £961 uy (0) 
-zhz ‘I€gr {6b ‘Izgi MoLeg ary ‘gfh ‘1Egr {EOE ‘1zgr Morieg jeeID :Suteq ‘sdod sey 
‘pouinjer Ajayeredas o19M MOIIEg 9[}}I7] pue JeIID) Jo “SUR JUANINSUOD ay} IfZI pue Izgi uy (U) 


‘poppe sea (161 ut § ‘dod) -g-a aBuIs 
-ulig jo qed pue “q’fA [PIM 01 °C'Y [BLA Wor paiiejsuen sem “g’D uoysuieg ££61 uy (uw) 
"W' WaueN 0} pariaysuey sea (1€61 ut g ‘dod) ‘gq’ uoiSuIppeg jo ued g£61 uy ([) 

"‘q'c- Ao[pulg 0} parieysuer sea (16gr ut z -dod) ‘gD AaTippeg Jo qed gggi ur 
pue “g'd purping 0} pariajsuen sem (16gr ur oz “dod) ‘ga Aayippeg jo yred zggi uy (¥) 
‘a V [[eswie[q Ul pouinjer AjSuoIm seam [eysneD iigruy (f) 

‘ab “gry AimquarAA Ul pouInjer ATTOYM sem AdTSeHTIAA UIND Hoopog Iggi pue ISgi 
Uy ‘q’V We[pny UT peuinjer sea ‘su} AatsayTI\y WIND yoopog jo “dod ammua ay} IFgI es0jeg (1) 
“Sgo‘€ se pouinjel sem “g°y Wearpny jo ‘dod oy} rzgi uy (Y) 

*SU} [J2YMON JO soy ey} Surpnpour Aq pue “su}y AajseayfIA\ WIND WOOpogd jo 

J]OYM oy} Sunzuo Aq payover ose s[ejoy ayy, “ILESE ‘Ibgr SzSE*E “1€gr [646% ‘1z7gi ‘Lge 
‘IIQT {O€Hz “IOgI :SMO[[OF SB po}deII0N a19M IF—IOgI “q’yY Wo[pny Jo ‘sdy oy} 1Sgi uy (8) 
‘GA UlooUNY 0} periejsuevdy sem “g°D uoIsy jo Wed L961 uy (J) 

"d= Uolsy WHO} 0} poyeures[eure s1OM 
(1£61 ut g£ ‘dod) -gq’a eBuery uoisy pure (1£61 ut ozz ‘dod) *g'D uoyng Aq uoyy g£6r Uy (9) 
“SSEb1 se 1bgi url pue ‘Ege‘F1 se USAT A[ZuUOIM seM IZQI Ur “g’y AInqisy oF [e303 ay], (P) 


a 


6 L 311 Ze1 g6 IOI $zI SII +6 
oS6 £88 61L +19 gol til z69 €1g €zg 
1ZZ 6Sz $gz g9z g6z got Sgz Zot gee 
"TIN uowurigeg 9eg = oFL‘gz 
ACG 
ysnoloquioig pue uoyuigag seg Lgg‘rI zIOFIIT g6E‘g giz‘s oSo'F 
Chey 
ysnoloquioig pue uoysuiqeg aeg SgL‘I 699‘ oFS‘t Izv‘1 6S6‘I 


11S6°Z fg1‘e 


1zHI 661 
‘A'S’ 2eysIH ‘uoyurqeg seg ZLEH eeI'h 

gos 

Sze 

got 

LS2°1 

gos‘s 

S€1 

S1L‘6E 
zgS‘tg vig’eS +re‘Ly 

"d'- etouruevry, 999 4 fbI1‘gI 
‘d'=d uowi0ig 99g) Ege 
‘d= jeuds ums uoynog veg: bE 
‘d'A pue ‘gd Jomo7T ‘uoisurqag 92g 4ggL‘t 
"d= rus ‘uoWuIqeg 990g yzL1‘t 
ScL‘te 
th +9 gs €s ol gz 6z 6z Sz ee BEA 
ogl zLi 67z L441 Ss ol 69 +S LL tte 4 
£g ZL Sg £o1 +6 Sor z6 QQ TZI cote ; 
[dia uoyndg 39S $9 +L tL cL £g 96 sees see eee 

grz Sgz £92 LSz LlLz S6z z6z sxe ZLe SOOO C 76 G5 


g16 
gSz 
ogf 
Sor 
98° 
Sor 


sae 


‘AD “gy piojsinuy jo peg 

‘a‘b “gy yoeqpues jo peg ‘dD NOLHOLIG 

‘a‘b “gy Ainqung jo eg ‘d'D NOLsaag 
sd'<d put ‘q'n Honouog 

-woug ANY NOLONIsag 


"d'— NOLXAG 


‘ab “gry wowuIgog jo yg ‘d'D pur 
"d'S'Q WaAMOT ‘NOLONIaag 


"dD ‘v6gI wor ‘pue 
‘a'S'Q waHdIPY ‘NOLONIsag 
(ab Se) 
pesyuaxiig ur ied) 
Can 29481H 
‘uoysurqeg ut ped) 
‘d'=D waHOIY ‘NOLONIGAG 
‘d'<D HOnNOY NOLNUOH J, 
"d'D NOLAIOLS 
‘dD AGVe 
*d'<D T¥LIdg WOO NOLINOG 
‘d'd WVHLSYY 
‘d= AOVISWNINg 
‘dD Honowogwoug 
WO NOLONIGaG 
pa WN NOLONISag 


‘ab “gry woBurqag jo eg 


6 461S‘9 vSS‘z Olt Szg bly €Se ‘deyo auaWNvu I, 

e€z FIZ Z61 oz 6L1 ogI *SU} NOLAYOLS 

Vz ~50% OzI 101 €g Lg *su} TYLIdG WAD NOLTINOgG 

“2g Z6V‘I x48 UI ott git 6Lz £92 *SU} UAMO'T ‘NOLONIGAG 

“2 y GLY ttrg the giz 161 ev *sU} UAHOIP{ ‘NOLONISagG 
“ST gio‘ol goo‘s £61‘z gL9°I goz‘ gzo'r ‘dV NOLONIGIG 


eee ees Cat ee ee “a’b “g “yw AinqungéM jo weg 
“ab “gry AinqungqhM jo peg 
ee Cee lO 8 8 'e1e 6:0 *A°D seclays uopuley jo peg 
‘Ab “gry yearn ‘yuompng jo peg 
tees Ab CTW Agjuoyyreg jo peg 


‘dD NOLWSHLYG 
"d= auoasvg 
‘d— NoLavg 
‘dD NOLONILUYG 
*d’'=—D ATINOHLUVG 


205 


z09°9 


Soz 


pgti 


to's 


1fz 


Ifl 


> ae) seed sgl 


pue “g'd JelsayD 22g 


zTSg‘Ler 


‘dD Aemso0y 206 
‘d’'D Ainquay eeg «Of 


Crg‘itr 


"G'-D Aaseype ay 


pue “g°D peoyuaymig 29g 


‘dO NOLONITIOg 


af £‘S LzoS = F60'S = zz Sbz‘s 
yerr'r 10S‘t pied yeinz 
€16°E £g6‘E ‘a'S'Q vowurjog ur zed 
‘d'A uo\urJog vag seers tors eecee Os Re ate eae ale) eee pie, aid ge elW i ee RO SC Le mtg we Oh nS *a‘b “gry Aimqisaig jo ueg "d'D NOLONITIOgG 
SL LI oLt £61 Siz fez CLE eters SFL a een ep * ab “gvy oulayisoy pue ‘gy uopMog jo ueg ‘dO NOLONITIOgG 
‘DD Puke “Cf MOTSUTTTM 9G Ogg’e zg‘ ‘HD MoOjsuaTT AA Ur ed 
‘aA epg Aarepry eeg §=LLz tre ‘dQ Aejzoyy ut pied 
Lee gSg‘z ae <5 Se ae cle's\a cle wee = © eee e cere ee esve sees eee eee ‘ab Ee i AMO[SUOTT AA, jo peg "dO aq NITIOg 
691 git giz Lzz 961 ggt 310) a iol wile aie eae alas) aiaticle/eia vias we aon “a‘b Ti Ammqunq: ‘AA JO neg ee | TIVHNGXV IG 
Lor Loz gsz 19z GET —§_ steerer vere sesccracrcesnencce ‘\'b a SS Ayu, pepraipug, pue ATOPY jo peg "Fi 
TIVMAVYD WAS Noovig 
IZI +zI 611 oll gtr Eo) +P state ele moe se, w alolm © = mw e6ie w;(a,ololb/\e) «16 eae aa, s) nba wie et aie alee a 5) TRS yoeqpueg jo peg = re, NaquOVIg 
+r cs 1s role) gs ee rs ee ‘a‘b ee bas Ammqisoig jo yieg ‘a SaILuig 
‘AU UA 22g OSF 16€ ‘aU CvaHNawIg 
Lg6‘tz ‘d'O FaaAWNVAY, 
ZEEE ‘dD NOLXO 
$E6‘z "d'D FONVE) 
HLIM NOLHDNYVIC 
o1g‘If ‘dD GvaHNaNUIg 
gre (Jo ued) “gD 
WaHOIP] ‘NOLONIEag 
“MO peceywextig 2g goog ad@’S'N pue 
“GI CYaHNasUIg 
dD pus ‘g’D peeyueyig xg ogg‘oft “dD TaaNNVET, 
zg ‘dD TIVMONIN 
zto'z ‘dD NOLNAYG 
‘dD pue gq’ peeyueyig seg = (6zFF ‘d'D NOLXO 
99 ‘d'O NYOIGNY] 
dD pue “gD pesyuexiig eag oIS‘€ ‘dO 
FONYUD HLIM NOLHDAYID 
‘a9 
ESo'SFI pues “g’d peoyueytg sag Lez‘gS ‘dD AvaHNaxUIg 
Sort e(JO Hed) “qa 
WaHOIPY] ‘NOLONISag 
zd 2 ‘Ef61 
wWiol} pue gz6I-g6erI 
1oS‘ctr fog’d4tr LLS‘Str = F6L‘o£r S16‘orr £6966 wolj ‘pue ‘dD CGVaHNawIg 
RS sruuaq yor] 22g 8 OARS Oe Oi Ele ein) eRe Ow ew Ohi «me el.w ele ee eeleralie ie" a be aol ‘ab Oe it yey ‘quiompng jo peg 7 iss SaHOUIg 
«gos 668 696 Sot Sz olz S06 ORO RSS Bi7S Sm Oe Oe Se @ WC a0, we 38 4.80 2 wie © ele Ss wie ee ea ‘a‘b ae ee uoispig jo neg i auoy woo NOLSGIg 
“d'O alsseyy [yeysnes seg = 61 Zot £1 ZSI eF1 Sgi L£iI gé SU] dISSYJ\. TIVHOAYS 
‘d'D Woop 2eg SSF Igf ost off Ltr tLz ofz o1z “su} NOLAXO]L 
‘d'D eWuery yA uozysneD eg yfLo‘z xOOL'T Pases ore bez 611 gs Lo (1Zg1 pue 
IQQI Ur Fo ped) *su} 
FONVU) HLIM NOLHDAYIO 
“GIN peequeytg sags 169‘zF ZIz‘g& ,4Seztz ,fzz‘g 69S‘z o0z Sor oll ‘deyo GvyaHNawUIg 
‘dD piog umo uojsprg sag = gz Ze £6z 16z 1Sz LSz gé6r 661 “su} GUO WOO NOLsaIg 
nl06‘Sh ,gQ9E‘E gIg'sz gfz‘6 PEPE FIO‘I Sez #g9 n'd' VW NOLsalg 
Sere zoft zse +6€ Ege I6€ oot 9 SES 4) So 90 & 9 61a Ble US 05) 0b Ut we mle ele ee 616 66 ao SM me eee oS ‘A'b eo hag sedjeyy jo peg ‘a2 AgTHOIg 
gSz 6Sz oof gze €z¢ cee CES AS A eign ieee Bie)e ww SP vleie wee te) ®) aime ew aera isin vel elavel oie oie) 316 wie “ab cry sedeyy jo peg 7) NOLYAMOIG 





Iz6r 


IL6I Ig6r If6r I£6r II6I Toor I69I T99r IL9T I99t IS9r If 9I Egr £7 
ee 


vg IIgr IOgr 





206 


az “CQ Peqpursg o} paiisysuzn sem (1£61 ut SLo‘1 “dod) “qa [e“p=ig jo qed 9£61 uy (6) 
C0 Gepmog o3 parsysuzy sem (1£61 ui fg -dod) -q7D 4oss2y{ wequng jo ve Ts 
MMpULY oO} palisjsuen sem (1£61 ui 6z -dod) -qD paz “G7 Bopsog jo ued of61 uy (d) 


“JLON 20] [2203 342 UI papmyoul 2224 yyy UES : 
Sjurens fej qoujm -suy Aosisjpy uodn worysy jo srueugqeyui FoL“1 pspnpul jew; sy 1/g1 uy (a) 
"19g ui fo‘ 
G3 p23321509 sem amy 113 Ing ‘gzz“1I se UsAi3 sem “Gy Wopmog 403 [e201 aus 1Sgi uy (7) 
“S9f‘6 03 ps1931100 SzM I7gQI 103 amy ayy ISgi Uy “Sia Uapsy jo sjom™ 
23 1+g1 Ul pu ‘pspnpul 319 “sul USIZUTjog puz usapsy jo 2joy™ ou3 1fgI pue izgi uy -ELE" 
“1¢gi ui {f1z‘g ‘1fgt wt izri*L useq aay oO} paiz3s Sem “Guy WopMog 403 Jz303 su Iz7gi uy (%) 
‘q'¥ vopmog Ul psuimgei 2124 “say 
Uo ZuJog JO I2U3 11gi pus IogI UI pus “su} UspSy Jo uouTndod ay; 1f£gi o7 1ogi uIoTg (f) 
“q'2 wowsnog 32315) 01 pappe sem (1£61 ul gzi dod) “qd 2Jooxy jo eg 
"g'2) 1278242 01 paiizysuen sem (1£61 ul +56 -dod) -q-D uompsnog ywaisy Jo qed gf61 uy (!) 
*(1£61 wi oz “dod) -q->) USL AA JO 22d spnpPpuUl Oo} pspusixs sem “TD 
yoo0jsog “g’) UolNos, 03 perisysuex sem (1£61 ul £ dod) -q-D yorseg jo zed gf61 uy (Yq) 
“(1£61 ur $1 pue ‘gt ‘ec Ajaatipodsai -sdod) -q-p uoIuLIayA, pue 
“qo Aspng “qd voiuypy jo sued epnpour 03 papusixe sem “q"y) wowurjog gf61 uy (3) 
"dD 28plisy Sspnpur 0} papusixe sem “gD pure “G7 uo 
-Zurjjog 0061 uy “g’2 wo1Surjog jo 322d Jeini 343 jo INO payeaio sem “q°_ aspLuisy FHgI uy (3) 
‘ab “Q'n 23pq Aspeply Ut pepnput 
ATJOUM SBM “q’D peleie aL “q’D 294 Wyjog 07 pezejsuey sem (1061 ur 1$z dod) -q-p eys 
-[nq jo ped pur “g°a MOjsuTI MA 03 parssysuez sem (1061 ul goz‘E “dod) -q’D 22,4 ujog jo red 
FOgi ul “zggi “oy seystieg psplaiq yi Aq paaye useq eazy 0} ples osje sem “q’D 994 UIC 
-(16g1 ut gz “dod) 324 [Jeumog jo 11ed apnjour 0} papuazxe sem “gD 224 UNO Bggi Ul (e) 


(235) ‘C 2ae] 22pun apseomeyy 02 peneisuen seu -q— Peqe=3e4q Jo tied So6r uy (p) 
‘ID wowsurjoyy 03 (r£61 ui +1 -dod) ped pue “qD S3sgD a 
peiaysuzn Zursg (1£61 ut 714 -dod) ed “pasjossip sem “gD Jje“qer um uoogg 9f61 uy (©) 


ye 


Ligi ul posziodicour sem “g jy Pe=qu=yg (G) 
‘TO pesqusgng Ul pepnpul sem w g6gi Ul “dD ed 
SVTISHOD SBA “G7 pesqusslg UI “gz UOIsuigeg Z=ysHy jo ped yp FOgI Uy () 


*(4) mou Seasoge seg (4) 
“210M 3000 "G-2) 22 Gaim aaIsuSTx>-00 suzes=qg sm 


wi LrS*z -dod) -q-7) pesqussgng 4g word: yo ted pue “(1£61 wi gos -dod)-q-p preg Hm uospig 
jo zed “(1061 ut 1/ -dod) “qa asony jo red “(1£61 ui £11 -dod) “qa Pmmppoom, “Gl6r a 
tly -dod) -q7) WMIOYpON Sspnpur o} pepusrxs JoyuMNy sem “GD pus “GD pesqueyaig ff61 uy 
“(1z6i wi Ez* -dod) 
‘dD piog wind woyspig jo wed spnpour 0} pspusrzs sem “QD pues “g’D PesqueEiig g761 Ul 
6 EEN bee pe ee 
03 “Qe [ELIA Wory parisysuen siam “gD [EMsungy, pue “qd vowsig “gD wecipury] ueqs 
‘9761 [QUN “gD 203 WIM aATsusyK>-09 suTe00q Ssnyy pur ‘Ss q-D 4t24 Poy pue ‘BoemH SsuEID 
WL UoWSNrL) “lsuUeL], SpNpUl O} pepusixs sem “qa pesyusyiig pue (1061 ul pu -dod) qn 
pue-q’2 woisuigeg iamo’7] jo ied spnppul 0} papuazxe JeqUIny 21am “gD pue gD peequssyzg 
9631 uy “Aesi2yy JOAN 3U3 JO peq sy) Jo a[ppm ay} 0} pepuszxe sem “g-D eu7 jo Azepunog 
2y2 16gI Ul “ggg “Dy “W40D [eo] 243 Jspun “g’D & peyasuoO sem “gq yy Pesqueqiig (*) 
OD ASEM OF 
p2i22jsuen Zuisg ‘dod mnoyim yzed “qa pue -g’a pesqueyig 0} peziaysuey -dod sy pur “££61 ut 
peajossip sem ysued ayy, “qD pue “gD Pesqusyiig pue “qd pue “g’D AeseyEA\ 03 PaTaysuETy 
aie (1761 ul Ez pue o1 Ajaatedsai -dod) -g’g pi0q umd uospig jo syed gz61 uy (4) 
“ab “gy Ymnyopooy Ur 
*sU}] oBuRIO) YIM UOIYENe[D jo wed 2y} Joy spel 210M suInjsi ajeredeas ILgI pues 19gi uy (A) 
“‘pesyueyiig JO sAIsnjoxs sem IS—IZgI Sesnsusd 54} UI peuINyai -g-y uoispig jo ‘dod ayy, () 


a 


“'O equreig pue sa01y jazzy seg «(Sg EE zZg9°t 


ee ee ee ee ee ee 


“a°b “gy Hodys01g jo eg “dD TivHinrag 


ZOzZ C61 per7e Lot‘'t gSt*r give I +z6 gSl Z99 ee ee ee ee ee ee “a‘b ar Bhd Woeqpues jo peg “a2 Tivmarag 
gl c6 Sor gtr Z¥I LII $ZI €or CHL ey ‘“a°b ae Of sedjeyyy jo neg 715 | AgIGYag 
169‘F LL*Y'Y qO7S‘t Sgc‘e S96‘z tof ggl‘z z6l‘z 6oSS‘z ee ee ee “a"b a "i muopMog jo eg “i pue ‘asn NoGdmog 

‘d'=D Aspeduny, 22g 711% gi lS‘1 goo‘r L¥6 zSL fgg tz ggs “sU) ATTHAdML], 

‘d'- uoisunieg 29g «Cari Ser LS+ 99r Fir ZI¥ gst *su} NOLONILY¥g 

"d'O APH 39S tI LI xOQII £66 +L6 £+6 gs6 6z6 fgl “su3 FIV 

“d'<= Aessefy Wegung 32g 4,06L‘1 gstS*t EAB s LSz‘r Sor‘t o60‘r 9f6 zLg "SU}) ASSSYJA] WYHNOG 

"d'< uoisuLieg 22g «(697 gts 6ss zss 1gs og? Str -deyo NOLONIGUYD 

‘d'N uopmog 20g 47g7‘t Lzg‘t Fgl‘t 6+ gsr be 4 for ort "su] NOGMOg 

“dV 
SUISUISOYy 
‘d'<2 uowwurjog sag: £6 Sor Fol 225 +g ff~ ZOz o(Jo Hed) 
“SU NOLONITIOgG 
"d'=D As[nseg 22g 4009 #119 oLS Sos gor gsr tor ocr (1g ut 

‘gO yred) *su} ATINDYG 

"d= A2zTUsy 29S x0gf elt 6LE LLE 6LE zZ6E oS€ BRz “sU] ATIHSY 

‘d' pue ‘go weyoumiy 20g 4947g = & 8z9'9 ggrr 66E°E gol‘z ZOl‘s zlo'~ Z69‘I “deyo WVHONISLTY 

‘d'=2 uepsy eeg «FE gr Sv 66 LL 06 Sg u(jO Hed) su} NaGoy 
mbVL61 gzzghr ,ffocr1r 8 yfLt6 yzcO'L qerV'L €S6‘9 9909 rd V Noamog 
zZeg‘L £Lo‘v ygl'e %009'% Szg‘r gff‘r +£O'r 6£L ZIz‘z COrecsrereseseseesesseseesseeeeeeeseseseeseeeese ‘a‘b oe iA S$. p[eMsoO aS jo peg “ae? Lvaay ‘NOLHDNOgG 
o0z o0z y9VI 6£1 gt 961 L61 €C1z g6r woe oer e eee eee eee es eeeeeees eres eeeseeseeeseseeeeee “a‘b “Av ureyqueaeq jo neg Pie MOOLSOG 
6LE 18 a4 Izv 6SE¢ 1gt ge Ese Hof oor eeoec eer eee seer eres ee esesreeeseereeeseesreseseseseseses “a‘b ep Ainqiseig jo peg io AgTSOg 
‘qn 2A0Iy [9ze@H 33S VA Ae A zZg6‘I ee ey "a’b AR Sf aTpeeyD jo neg ca Nadsog 


207 


‘HD apsed “YoIMYyVION 99g yoSg‘t = =—_y. SOE“ SOUT gbL z69 SZS cob Sgt *SU} ATLSVD ‘HOIMHLYON, 
‘dA'N YIMYWON 999. HFeI o61‘I LLEY Sge‘r Igh‘I o6h‘t ZQer gees *sU} HOIMH.LYON, 
‘d'D uojysrepy vag) zLL, Srl 6S$ 6LY Sgr tor 6r€ tgz *sU} NOLSUVJA] 
"dD Ainqieyy veg) LE LI fz LE gz S€ Iv oz *su} ANNAUVIA] 
“d'D urepery yoojso'T vag gg S 49h 61S PLS LES $25 esr I9f *su} WYIVYS) MOOLSO’'T 
‘dO My ‘ystey 90g «= Lob bor Lob Lge Igt 6SE obf oge ‘deyo FILL] ‘HOIdT 
‘d= stuusq yoeyT vag) FE gz gz ce Ze by oS er *su} SINNAC] HOVW’T 
‘dO asinxr ees) «= FZ Sg 1S €s Fig +S cA 4 LE *su} ASTAPL 
‘d'D projuepyy 99g yg EZ 1‘1 696 ££6 +66 £98 LL £99 ely q(Jo 1ed) ‘su} quodLavy 
‘dd uoywng 99g «197 P44 LEE I9f 6cf Sze €1€ 10f *‘su} NOLLAG 
‘d'=D Avpmorg vag Foz €g1 691 SLI gtr 61 6£1 Lh1 *su} AATMOUD 
‘d'D yoeqiaquiog 99G = 1gz 99z s6z £o€ S6z gzz €g1 evi *su} HOVEUAANOZ 
‘dO Tleyss09g 00g F111 for IOI gor LL oll 06 LS *su} TIVHSDOZ 
‘d'D WaIy ‘YIOMpng 20g +19 £19 £+9 LLo ggs 10S tos €9r *sU} LYTUD ‘HLNOMaNg 
‘dO seyprig sag L 6 8 8 6 8 ii €1 *su} SHHOUIG 
‘d'D uoyurzieg 99G 4QII £9 Lg 68 gL 1g 1g LL *su} NOLONILUVG 
‘d'=D uojureg 90g yfQf‘1 6121 Litt 688 ofL Z1Q ogy zob *su} NOLNUVG 
‘dD yuompng Aq uojsy 990g) hh 6Sh off Sor 60r ogt cor g6e “deyo 
HLuOMang Ad NOLSY 
‘d= uojddy sag) LF6‘1 QzQ‘I QzQ‘I ESL*r 669‘1 SEp‘r ELI goz‘tr *su} NOLATddY 
‘dO snqonuy 90g) S6r $1S 63h 6gr gLr eS Sgt 1S€ *su} SQEOULNY 
‘d'D Uovapuy 999 y1gz PEE 1Sz 1ff Lee Oz ozz 161 *su} NOLYAGNY 
"d'D Porso]py veg = oFS ges bly Leb gtr 19+ zor 61+ *su} MOOLSOTTY 
LryLioz = ZS 9°Qt =: 066 ‘L1 for‘L1 €96°Sr 4 =boevI ygzg‘zrI Ss HIE‘II zd'V Lvauy ‘HLwoMang 
16r‘ot 66z‘L1 Sgr‘tr Sir‘oz = 6bI'ez = ggg‘zz 06961 ‘au 
weyoulnyy 299 ‘dU MoTHong 
bez‘tg SeIl 6£0'09 SL9‘hS Szo‘gh = eb6‘eh = zO1‘LE = Eob‘zE ~—s_ gg ‘gz amiadNny MoTHONg 
Zoe thr ILb LoS £6+ 1S £+S gss 41ZS POSTE C HC LE Ce OAC SE MCOMCEE NONE EO Chit Sie SC OMCHND CHOC CEM CNC Ltn GEG ‘ab “gy sedyeyl jo u1eg ‘dD NoLxoug 
ezS‘oz Tv61‘o~ = 66 Fg bEo‘L1 Egb‘L1 Sib‘gt EcL‘S1 ISQ‘E1 tgoEr aqgquaNnny{ NoLxoug 
61z I1z Ebz gr 6E1 If1 FII Lzt Lzt OE EONOMD U, CNC CCH tia CCAD) Orth ity Duck OVORO Ce cnt OMOEA ROMER Sac Cn ‘a‘b “gry AmnquarAA fo weg ‘dd TIvHWooug 
‘aca 
ysnoloquorg pu uojsurqeag seg zS9'z $L6'1 16g‘ = zQ ‘I SEE‘r dia Pee 
‘d'S'Q HoOnouodwoug 
‘dD pure “q's'n Yysnor1oquioig vg yFIE‘I F601 zib Zib €1€ Sof 61z LLz *su} HONONOUWOUg 
‘dD oseisumig 20g |= L61 Sgr gzI IgI ger Ivt €z1 Lz su} AOV.ISWNING 
Ter Si 6L2‘1 ges eZS 6bb gtr ere tor ‘dV Honowognoug 
Sor Sy yied yeni 
gLS*g = ev S°S “g’5 pur 
“MIN Modyo03¢ ur qed 
AES) Ainqpeig 999 xzoS 190‘ +66‘S 6),8)'0)0)56)10)18:1619) sie © (4.606 e760 b eee ® 6.6 OCC . . 9110) 0.61.0. 6.0 80.8 *A*D. Coa Ts yiody901¢ jo yeg Tie) NOLONINNIYG 
ggt €Sr €z1r Ler LEE +S Lzt abSt Sgr Oe Ce oe sees 016 Xe, ie) 0L/e 1071) ae) .6119\19) 6) 0) @)/p) 016 ‘a‘b Ee at, uoJY fo weg Abo ATTANIG 
‘TIN uojurIgog 33G alQl €gr 6g1 IgI 661 9gI @) (0 61 '9\ @ (6\e1O/0 @-ie. 00 sae 0) 6:6) 10) /¢.,07 aire. . . 0) :67676710).0) er ere ‘A'b a avs ysno1oquioig jo qed FES: aOVLSWINg 
66 Fer Itt 6+1 Zgl €g1 6+1 LS1 +£1 seem ee ee ree ee eens Bieleuer ete Cen eC rs te teens ‘A'b Soo Ainqung& A Jo qed Lo mao aIUg 
‘d'D UojoIoIg 99g 6g9F gos 6zS IS) g9S €19 oz9g z6S 6+9 L499 199 $z9 L£gs gS ‘dd pues ‘gv 
MOIMHLANS WAS NOLAN 
096 Lig £19 n'd'O NoLauag 
zelé Cre 969‘ git‘ oOz6‘I 61Q‘I Sleeves) alee 66, oie ee se elateierele Sraceve)e, eee « s).0 0166 eee ee ‘“A‘b CONN: y1ody903g jo jeg mai ATTINOY 
PS1'Z £z0'9 rSQL‘S 169‘F I06‘E PELE a . eee 0.0 (be: eee eee eens ee ee ee ee ‘aA‘b cla, 310d 49039 jo yeg Je IO AuNdaaUg 
6zS‘gz ,1zg'Iz sgig‘41 gLgior gg1'6 ,£g9'g Lor‘ 1zQ‘S eSs*s "d'O ‘9f6r 
wouj ‘pue “qq 
AATINOY ANY ANNdaIUg 
5 > LL 
IL6I Ig6I IS6I I£6r Tz6r TO Toor TO9Tr I9gr IL9I IQSt IS9r IP§t IESr IZ9r II9r IOgr 


208 


*¢ Ainqung 0} porzrajsues sem (E61 UT gz ‘dod) ‘g’¢ [TeurVeg ouojsyry, Jo zed g£61 uy (8) 
"q'- uo 0} (1£61 ut FE *dod) y1ed pue “_']Al u0}9]3U07) 
‘dod) aed ‘poajossip sem “qf UowmLsng gf6r UT (3) 
‘s'q’d) sIoweyO pue siowejeqd 0} 
porsoysuey} o10M (1 £61 ur oz pur gr AJaatjoadsar ‘dod)‘g’9 yompng eT Jo syed g£61 uy (9) 
*(1ggt ut Lr ‘dod) *g°D eMo'T U0NO YUM pojeuesjewe sem “g’D YOMpng 2331] 78st UT (Pp) 
Ab “gry weyuaarg UT poyengis AyUTeUT SBA YOTYM ‘suz YJoypNY Jo “sqeyur og pepnpouy (2) 
“piojyiepy Jo sjueyiqeyur Li pepnpour “q°y WeyraavaAA JOF [e303 OU} ISQI 
uy ‘IZgI pue 1ggI UT pournjor sem “dod sy jo qied o10yM “gry WeyIoAvopA UT pozenzis Apied 
SeM ING “g'y YOMpng 3weIn Jopun pousnjor ATTOYA sea proj eHY ISQI 0} 11QI WoIq (q) 
“CS6‘S1 pue gh€hr AjaAMoodsear 919M SNsusd 
dU} UI UAAIS SoINSY oy} 1fgI pue Izgi Uy “Pgr“HI 0} poydIIOO SEM TIQT TOF ][eIO} OY} Sgr uy (v) 
99 ‘IZgI ur pur 
0g stm ‘g'y YOMpng IwsIH Ur ‘suy YWoypNy Jo 1ed yey3 Jo ‘dod ay} IZgi uy ‘sg’ y youqpures 
pue yJompng 3vaID OFUT spuo}x9 Jnq "q°y WeyusArd Ur Ajureur poyenyis st su} yyoypNy, (Z) 


0} possoysues} Sureq (161 ur A19‘I 


‘(1061 ut Lg ‘dod) "g’D 

Jewdg wmo uoynog jo y1ed epnpour 0} pepuesxe sear “q°) PUP ‘G'A Yysnoroquoig s6gr UT (4) 
*d'cQ Modyoo1g 07 perros 

-suey sem (1061 ur gzS‘g dod) ‘gq’ wodyo03g UT “q’D uojSuruurig jo y1ed yey} F6gt UT (x) 

-(16g1 ut z ‘dod) -q’D Aeyippeg jo qivd apnysut 0} popue}xe seM *q°D Ao|pulrg Bsgi UI (as) 
"TIA UoOIuIqeg 0} possoysuvsy SPA potoj[e SNF SL esryisulig pue “C'f) 

[EIIEAA Ul *g'd UOJsUIeg 0} postofsuvIy SvM (1£61 ut § dod) -q’d ese\suITIg Jo qaed €£61 uy (A) 

*q'- Hoducsarg pure *g’D WMYeug wns uojzoriorg Jo ofan ayy Aq g£61 payearD (Nn) 
"gC w0dyI01g 

0} porsoysuvs} sem (1861 ut 1$1 ‘dod) ‘q’D pue “d'N) Aapmoy pus Ainqperg jo ed 7661 Uy Q) 
*(1£61 ut oz ‘dod) ‘g'W eps Jo y3ed pue “(1£61 ut tog ‘dod) -qg’D puke “AN [Ieisduro_ jo 
qied apnyour 0} pepussxe sem *g’D pue d'N “YL “d'N 9 WM dATSUd}X9-09 StUvIEq SNY} YOTYM 

“q'¢ Aofrmoy pue AInqpsrg W4OF 0} pojuN 910A sq'¢ Aoprmoy pue Ainqperg gf61 uy (Ss) 
“Ga Ainqperg Ur pepnpour sv (1061 ur g6 ‘dod) ‘gq’ uoIsurTuUlIg JO qivd zo6I ut pue 

 T'2 pue ‘g'd WodypoIg 07 possoysuLAy sem (LO6I UT O@ ‘dod) ‘q’a Ainqperg jo wed 1061 Uy (4) 





L16 £fg 3S16 Z88 goo‘ £+6 0zg LS8 $99 eee. seen eee eee sie leiiere (were: lejiellevejiejere eles) (e) s isp sus ue)is16ielse ‘A'b CN Arnqung jo yieg O13) AUNANNG 
‘d'O WApPIeM 2S zgI VSI gli IgI r1 6z1 Ai Sar *su} ATGUY A 
"dd uoVeaTy, 99G = ZS9 tol LVL £89 gig 16S £6r LLE *sU} NOLUAAL J, 
"T'<D [eusvey ouoys]iy, 9eG 812 eL1 SSr 6gI oLI 9gI StI of! ‘deyo TIVNUVa, INOLSTL TL, 
‘ad'Q moysindg sag «(667 bis zgS %308 ggs ees €Le 6£€ su} MOLSUNdS 
"d= ATPRY 99S ~=—sdT'II 6z1 f€1 Sez ool €c1 ezE Zel *su} AATANY 
"qT’¢Q UoVOFYIeG 99G $07 1Zz 982 60£ 1f€ $62 1Qz ogz *su} NOLYOIMOT 
‘dQ uorysnepyy 90g :«CV VI eLt SSt 1gl ZLt SLI ger ISt *su} NOLHOONVY 
“d= Aapaateg 20g «=f gz Sgz Z1z o61 oLI 1Zz 10@ bri *su} ADTIATVD 
"a'=- Ao[spreming 99g Zz ooS OLY gh FOE Zle oSz Foz ‘deyo AdIsauvMuNg 
‘q'< Ammqung 92g $96 066 1£6 ¥9726 $£g 499 Ls 61S su} AUNANNG 
*q'¢Q uoysoog 90g «AI1f Sse LOE ger vey bb or LLE *su} NOLSHAG, 
‘Ta weyeidty 90g. LS ofS gis ozs gir 60r eee SEE *su} WWHVudTy 
1f9‘°V LzLy esl'y gLo‘r elev 1zo'V ESV ELofe ‘(dy Aungnng 
62Zz F1z gti ozlI LEX 2S ggI ogt zli silejie\a}ofinns}ieren ovis) sellelalia.6)iel's)\« avatienel elsileroneheilel(aielsiiesisie occ eee eee “aA‘b EY sedyeqvl jo peg SAD) AGITATING 
idyO YON 
‘gpoy pur “g’D uojley 
“TA u0}9]3U0_, 99S z1SQ‘1 ZLS‘t ger‘1 A an | ZQe‘1 oSS‘r O10) 6. a. 6 18 @ (61:8) © aw) CL 61e. 6 0850] (ml © 16, 618; .0 Gem: le ete ree i661 S008) eis) (€ 780). 09\(e16.8 ‘A'b Keay Ainqisyw jo peg ‘dD pue 
‘a'S'n NOLMYTIONG 
ger gzb Sob Izv C6E 6S+ gor IL? yA = IO OO DIOn SOIC aCe RONC RONG eee eens FUaANU TO COO moo OG OIG “A'b Con Ae wa[pny Jo yeg Sra) NOLUanNg 
6z +S oF 19 rah Z9 +L cs +9 Sichetedatelre rememeharettelisteltelenatefalreteie le neielele et su aedioneepecienenes eueuensnn ent? ‘“‘b Coe 7 p1oypry Jo weg aio NOLUaNG 
If gos gos 2898 e&Ss vss 009 psgs Ibs 109 Zgs gs 66S IzQ tzs oLb ber ‘d'D pur 
‘TV VILL “HLwomang 
for Lot zib Ly 98h gah olLt o1s ARS COO OTC Ge OIG 0IT8.D TOT SRO ON HOO LG . “A'‘b Bose yeoly ‘qZIoMpng jo ueg ScTeG) Lvaty HLUoMang 
“q'D SHOoIquuem, T, WIND UOT 99G 4 6ezF —_ ALE £6r‘t gece Z16°% sor 996‘1 Te Siar ‘deyo siooud 
-WYM [, WOO NOLLIM 
‘d'<D uoyurTuUT|, 99S ZS ogh Sob Ize gsz ofz z61 g61 *su} NOLONINNIM, 
"TCE WIeYoUTM, 99S 4116 zb9 $39 oSg 6gS 164+ ozh Loft *su} INVHONI MA 
‘d= romorT ‘Aap MM 99G =(OIT Tic giz 612 Lez gtz te~ LEL *su} UAMO'T ‘ADTLIH AA 
"E'- r9ys ‘AepryM 99G «(OFE ¥L9f eee oft Egz tre g9z £gz *sU} UAHOIP] ‘ATTLIH AA 
"q'c somoyuy Asyqe,y, 22g = 61 ofl €z1 ool veI oll 6z1 Lzi *sU} HOIUAAN] ATTA I, 
‘ad’g uonemg s05 «6 FQE eLe Loft Zoe bee LlLz €tz O7Z *sU] NOLLAALS 
"T'D SYVO uoAsG 99g GSI 6S1 grr 6v1 6v1 Ivi Lyt €or *su} SHVYOQ NAATS 
‘a= Agqumyg veg} SQ Sgf gLt Sgt glt g9f Loft £o€ *su} ATINATG 
"T'c- wounpIg 9G gsz Lyz bak4 bz gee Liz ggl gr su} FATWA 
"E'D IOYION “19A0ag Bag = gSz gsc Zee grz gzz oSz gtz gsSz ‘deyo uaHLaN ‘waAodd 
*d'- Joeyuy taaoeg 99G «= ZI 601 IZI vol gol 88 66 IfI *sU} UOIUAAN]T UAAOTd 





209 


CH. II 





I16‘%q 4ggz6S LEz‘gh obbIt 
1th Ley ZOE Ive 
pge 1Zz ozz S€z 
‘dO 
pue ‘qd’ Aepey pure sprays aag 
oe) 


pue “qf Aspe pure spray oog 


664.09 129'Sh oIIS‘I€ yELb*g1 


Zo0g fob gzo6£ 


SSE 
ebe 


161‘ 


shg‘g 


gfo'rr 


ge 
ote 
gto‘z 
a49g‘h 
£166 


60f*QE 
vLE 
goz 
gL4L‘t 
tto6 


ozg‘ol 


Sor‘Lé 
eve 
ZQI 
brr't 
gog‘9 
ZSz‘°Q 


Stz 


FOL‘9€ 


€1€ 
oLI 


"H'N Aepey pure eppeoyD ur ‘g'D e[pesyg cag 696‘S 


‘d'D Hodyp01g 99G  zzo‘or 


‘d’'O pur “q'p Aopen pur appeoyg vag of g‘gt 


gt gI 6 €1 
ger zbg Lzg tos 
Lg 96 g6 ISt 
‘dD vowurppig aeg 6 
oof gfe €Sz LS1 
161 Liz ZOT oLlz 
"a'N eyRTAOF 99g yQzh 
oz gz ce zy 
cer LLY y41Z gr 
rae) Aimq3soig 
pue ‘q’D uoiwurjog ae {VSS 
IgI ggz o1f g6z 
ge Iv eh It 
‘d'f) UOIsaN 20g ygtr 
SoS ezS gts S6S 







IL6I I96r TOOL br 


IO69I I99r IL9I IQ9t IST 
i. en ee 


‘dD pue ‘dn uspsog und Yitofjpueyy 99S 


Si 


1¢s 
£€1 
Zol 
6£1 
1 ie 
99¢ 
LY 

gf1 


ol+r 
HSE 
6+ 

ZQz 






IzZ6r 





enon 





Id 


Fel) 493894.) 99S 


‘dD uoyurppng 26 
‘do uojVIng 99S 


1gS 


Toor 





‘dO PIPB9YD 295 


61 


99¢ 


mee 


F6z‘9 


Egz‘z1 


61 
Stz 


LS9 


aby %8ZI 
civ gle 
e64S25SE =o ‘TE 
L8v‘e~ _  gov'z 
KZ19'Z 6z£‘z 
%426'9 S119 


Sgt og! 
cle Sgoz 
Leh Ser 





nl6S gtr 
LLE 6z£ 
go4‘le 8 6Si1‘tz 
119% VOE‘z 
61f‘z Bgzz 
6gh's for‘s 
6LF ‘or St1‘0 
gLI gti 
162 ZQT 
Lot ger 


“ab a TAT pue AD 


ace — — £61 
6ge oLz €€z = 
bre‘Iz 6+6‘61 ob1‘gt ZSo‘S1 
DOCOMO | Silay “adv Aimqisorg jo weg 
Cm 3 A Vi Ainqungh jo peg 
I CRCY NO 2 aw ytodys01g JO eg 
aanelipioleteraitens “Ab Say a]pesyD jo Veg 
BOA prin chon tron “AD “gy e[peayD jo weg 
108 6°I SvL‘I SIeT Flor 
gt6‘1 PES‘ g6z'r 1L6 
H82e'V 622° 60S‘z LeSen 
rS1'g  goS'g oer’ gs 


micxereneie “a‘b Slay ployyorg jo yeg 
Ta4soy) Ul “dD pue “daa 
Sassi si ohs: eitels*a ‘db “gry uopMog jo y1eg 

‘ab “gry UoIs[Ly, Jo weg 
‘AD “gry Ainqiseig JO yIeg 
‘AD “gy yormjoys JO We 
“Ab “gy Amnqung JO yieg 
wD “gy yan ‘Aqiry jo peg 

“ACD sy yorpyooys jo weg 
‘Ab ay YSIMOTPPHAL JO 1eg 


‘Ab “gy Ainqiserg jo eg 
‘Ab “gy Aimqung jo weg 
‘Ab “gry urlAIey, Jo preg 
‘ab “gry uo1mg jo ieg 


StI Sor Lyi 6£1 
€1€ gee oof Qgz 
gst Igt Ltr Levy 


“ab “gry uoDy Jo Weg 


IOgT 





‘dD pues 
‘ddd AUSVD waLsaHD 
‘dD pure 
‘dda LONIogug 
HOWNH)D TYuddHLya 
[Gesu 
zLgi wor pue ‘a 
S€gr wo :ALID YaLSHHD 
id’) pure ‘g’d uaLsdHa 
‘dD auoataHZ 
‘dp 
THHANIY\ WO9 ATTHOSHD 


‘dD STIWHOLY LaOdII01Lg 


(1061 0} 
‘Jo 31ed) “g°d aTavaHD 
ud) 
‘o€61 wor; ‘pur -q-o-q, 
AAILYD) GNV AIdvVaHD 
“A‘b Sl aM 
Aapyey) pure sprays ur 
9881 Joie “aed yerns 
‘A‘b ore 
yz0dy903g ur ‘fo zed 
ud’) F1dvaHD 
*su} Nadsog 
WAS HLYOACNYT 
SU} ATTASOJ ATAVAHD 
*sUu} AATANING ATavaHD 
‘dV TavaHg 
‘dD TIvHDAYD 
LONIOgdg 
HOWNHD TWuddHLYd 
‘d’'D NOLONINUYD 
‘dO Naauvg 
‘dD ANUYOHLSAdVO 
‘d’'D ISdnHNadvo 
‘dD AITAATYD 
‘dD ACTYD 
‘dD LLoogatya 
‘d'D AIIAg 


"dD ATILAgG 
‘dD Agisauvmung 
‘dD NoLung 
‘dD Noung 
*su} NOLONTGaGng 
‘su] NOLUAg 
‘dV NoLung 
‘dO anvirung 


a 


210 


pue ‘q': e3pgq Ae]10ppy 01 porseysuesy sem (1£61 ut Sz ‘dod) *g’d AaproyD jo 1ied gt61 uy ie 
"dT'—D pue ‘g’<a TajsoyD jo jou “q'yY rs3sey_D jo pied sem apysvD JojsayD (¥) 
‘TIN Hog eoewse[q 01 “G'y JeysoyD, 
WOOF poriojsuesy sem AouuL}G 9]}7V] Jo y1vd Asyjoue LQ6I UT “GY Josey 01 °"GQ"Y UlAIB], wo 
sq’d ulAIe], pue spunuipy u0yW0_ jo y1ed pue “q'y UlAIV], 03 “g’D UOJpsTIYD Jo ysed “qT 
JOg sIOUISaT[Y 0} ‘GY IoysoyO wor1z possoysuvyy sea “gq’D Aouurzg 9]9317] Jo red €g61 uy (Zz) 
*ISQr ur 1SzZ‘°z 0} po}OaTIOO sem oINSY styy, (A) *(1ggi ur zvE‘e pue IZgr ur gze‘r ‘dod) 
*su} a[OOF] JO Jed opnjpour o} pajejs sem ysired yst3deg oy} UYOf 3G IggI pue IZgr uy (x) 
*sosnoy-suje pure [eiidsoy 94} Jo sIaUMO 
dU} 9q 0} PouTTe[D OYM JajsoYyD Jo uorerod109 ay} Aq poutezureU o10M 100d 9y3 “ystred pleMsO 
1G UL pojenzs AT[eOO] YSnoy,y, “SMOprM padvoap J0F sasnoy-suye xIs pue [eydsoP WwOD ong 94} 
asIIdUI0D 0} pojejs se “Q°V P[BMSCO 3S YIM pournjos AjsnorAeid ‘uyof 3G 234] ISgr Uy (4) 
“Oggi Ul “C'S'Y JeyseyD our 
qnd sea 3] ‘G'S’ pue “{’TA J2IS9YD epIsino ar] OF pozeys SBA “q’D 9]ISVD JoiseyD Iggi uy (A) 
*(jow8) Siz ‘(syovrreq) gL€ : 1S gr ‘ (joes) gZ1 ‘(syovrieq) gSz :IFgI “ZA 
‘pournjer Ajoyeredas o1aM [oes puv syovsieqg a]3seD JoysayD Jo ‘dod oy} 1Sgr pue 1rgr uy (n) 
(1861 ur or pue SoL‘g Ajaatqjoadsar *dod) s*g°D J9}seyD 
-£g-u0j}dQ, pue sfoopy Jo syied opnjour 0} pepuazxe sem *g’D pue “g’D JojsoyD PSO ut (2) 
*(1£61 ut vere pue ‘Ih ‘vor ‘HS6 “PLL 
Ayeatqoadsar *dod) s‘g’a JojsoyD Aq UoJMAaN pue ‘eyoe’] UN uo}s]IeI\[ ‘eTOOF] “UOJYSNog ywory, 
Tjeaqeiy wins uoser[g jo sjied apnjour 0} pepus}xe sem “g°D puke ‘g’D JojsoyD gf61 uy (S) 
*QQQI OY JUBUTUIDAON [B007T 9} Jopun ‘g’|D B poyeUsIsop seM 
aITyseyD “g’D 194SeYD UWiOF 0} poyeurLS|euR s19M AD JojseyD Ul sq’ oy} PEgI uy (4) 


"d'<d AsproyD veg «fof 9gz 





‘d= espyq Aepreply 99S gf g‘I SL9‘1 
g6e tbr q96E 10v ter 6th Sof Ivi‘z QOS Mas reeks, ¢ 
SLI ggl cL gst S61 oLt ZgI FIZ Tees 


Sgr gtz 99z glz glz Lgz 96z git Sgz ocho Cooma 


“Csgrqs) “Aa 

awh] Jopun opjseoMoN 0} poslojsuesy sem “g*d [[TyouTIAA WINS AsTyIoyD jo yred Sgr uy (b) 
*(u) a30u ‘aAoqe vag (d) ‘d'<D pue ‘dn FT 
-SU]IA\ 0} porsojsuvsy sem (161 ur 1€ dod) ‘g’a pure ‘q'gQ Aopiey pure s[preyD jo z1ed pue “q'"/) 

Aapey pure sppeoyo 0} porsoysuvs} sea (1£61 ut £6 ‘dod) -q'~ YWoJpuepy Jo zed g£61 uy (0) 
"d'A 2U YIM OATSUA}xXO-09 SeM YOTYM “qd AopyeO) pue 
a]pvoyD WIOF 0} poqrun stom *g"d sTeyouy wodyoo1g pure “g’D e]prsyD of61 uy “q’D pue ‘gD 
yIodyooj}g 0} porsoysuvs} sem (1161 ut o$6‘L ‘dod) ‘q’D a[peeyD jo yzed 1061 Uy “g’D SPY 

qrodyo01g woz pue “g-a WodyI0I1g UT JOU “g’D ePKsYyD jo wed 3ey} Woy gggI poweID (U) 
"a —D Wody901g 0} pottoz 
-suvi} SPM “g*d WodyN01g UT (1061 UT 660'S1 *dod) -g°a e]peeyD jo qed oy F6gr Uy “Ab “G's 
Age pue sppeoyD ur pepnpur sem “g’D 3Odyo03}g UT JOU “g’D eIpeeyD Jo qed oy? QggI UT 

‘ED IpeoeyD wWAoj 0} poyun som s-g'D Aapasopy e]peeyD pure Aspoxyng eypeeyD 6Lgr uy (uw) 
“S6L‘r uapsog ‘zgg yojpurzy :1Zgr {6LL‘1 uapsog ‘6zg YWOypuLP : 1ggt ‘1zo°e uapsog ‘oSg 
Yoypurpzy : Sgr {€1Z‘1 uapsog ‘1gg yJs0;puepy :IPgr S6ge‘1 Uspsog ‘168 yI1oypuePy :IEQI “ZA 

‘pouinjes AJoyeivdes o1aM Uopsog jo pue yyI0ypueZy Jo ‘sdod oy} 1Zgr pue 1fg1 usemjog (7) 
"d= AapAg 0} poettoz 

-suvd} o10M (1£61 ut Z dod) y3yeoypny Jo pur (1£61 ur gf ‘dod) *g‘_ asaerq jo syied g£61 uy (A) 
“d= Aa[Ag WIM poyeuesyeue 

dIOM (IQgI Ul oz pue 6b AJeATedseI ‘sdod) s‘g’*D WYorosusAvY pue UOIXOI_D zOgI uy (f) 
‘d= pue ‘q’p uo WurTog 07 (1£61 ut gt “dod) 

qaed pue “g’a Ainqisoig 0} parsioysuel Sureq (1£61 ut gS ‘dod) ysed ‘gf61 paajossiq (1) 
nov Seuseed PoP Gnade se 

qnsor & se “g’d puLping 0} possoysuvsy seM (16g1 ur z ‘dod) ‘g*a Aayippeg Jo wed zggr uy (Y) 





yied yeint 

‘a'n Asproyg ur y1ed 
‘d’'d AITIOHD 
"dD NOLSAGNOWTIOHD 
*d'D AVIAGNOWTOHD, 


O60! 616.10 |b) 0 6) @ 16" 6 60 8 0 “AD “gy MOTSUTTIM Jo Weg 
‘ab gy uopy jo eg 
“Ab “gy sedjey[ jo Weg 


oI OL II 1 Tee gI 61 +1 LI sib isire hele lel sieere: elefleiele ieee) ‘se :ellpiei.et sinters ol mitei.s);slielsrels/isiisteliel see (okele ‘vb “gry sedjeyl Jo weg ‘dT’ MOTAIHD 
8 ge €z1 %822 £91 bez of@ 6b~ viv ed) ANSVD YELSHHD 
zILgvE zege L61sSz Sorgt Soeer Leber 6g6%01 +zg‘or bof‘g ‘Gy MaLsaHD 
6£1 691 gsi 161 If1 oSI oLt SZ SAPS) (WIE “ERPEL 
NOLHDNOG TV.LIdS 
Zz9 %989 %30L gt6 Lrg £98 gIo‘r €£6 O1g ‘d'<= pure ‘gv walag “1S 
veL{1r1 7206‘6 PES‘ zoLl‘g 6S6‘S 6072'S bEEy gib‘e [ESAS (jo y1ed) “g'ay 
pue ‘q°V GIVMSO “LS 
6LS 689 gis offh oS Legs Ige gtr ‘dd put ‘dV JAVIO “1S 
gst 888 SLL %OF9 tt9 @AL SS9 Sel CaS) [eles 
‘d’'V TAVHOI “LS 
gles Orr's 66h Sip‘ $L6‘z Sgo%t gL e 69h‘z OZ1Z (jo y1ed) ‘qa pure "gy 
TIP] IHL NO AUVIA] “LS 
6LL esl %F69 %9ES PAB ges SoS Z8gQ PLS ae) 
pure ‘g’y NILUV]AI “LS 
Lyeer ,y€b6I1 SE96 €6r‘g sy. ZSL‘9 S£og g6o0°S trey IEQ‘E Palo) ale Ey 
IsILdvg FHL NHOf[ “LS 
1S wd da 
FILLY] ‘NHOf[ “LS 
Fort LLo‘r 4 0vo'r 198 SLo Ll Sog eel 9f9 ‘dD pue 
‘qv laodiug “LS 
ozoc€ SOLE gog‘t Pay Ae yorese gzze glofe A aece bgz‘z (jo zed) 


"T'— pue ‘g’y ALINIV], 
GadIAIGN() GNV ATO}FT 


211 


o8Z LE gz $9 
£ Ss 8 II 
‘dD aseurig veg Ef 
"PIA PM2ID 99g 966 
gs 09 of 2S 
p416r g6ohr Igz‘f1 +zr'€1 
Ihf‘ot = Eegigt yzoS‘S1 = Sgoter 
a) POE IA 
epAH] pur “QQ pue ‘d'D/ S98 
Ag[wWoYy pue Ainqpeig 9a¢ 
ozg gts zg gge 
‘d'D yorqiequiog seg £6 
S6 Sor S11 $6 
SzI 611 Lo gs 
oof Lot oSt zZget 
“AN PrOFsuIM, 99g gLI 
‘dD uoyng vag gLI 
ZI 9 v ° 
gi gI St <i 
ZI gil 601 SFI 
of! gor SLI 161 
yoree Lro‘z TIE‘ £66 
Iz 1S Sg 19 
$L LL €11 rae) 
a8 z6 gl gL 
LS IL zg 06 
III £1 Lol Zgl 














19 
[ope 
Sz 


EgL 


6+ 
61z‘f1 
ZgL‘It 


++6 


VEX 


‘dD YyoinyyD ‘Teyueddog veg 


<9 
IzQ‘ZI 
60f'11 


go6 


Ozz 
LE6 


zs 
of 


z6 
06 


ort 





cs 
o7z‘zI 
LoL‘o1 


SLg 


Ii 


98 
Cor 


"d'D UoISuIppog eg 
‘d'<— Aspmoyg sag 
"d'= Aesiepry 20g 


gzI 
fzz 
68g 


SE 
98 


62 
tor 


OS 
ace 
jee 
So1¥ 


6Lg‘z 


“PIN PMID 99g 40Ig‘LI 


6 
Liv‘F1 
trL‘or 


ZOE 


98 
gor 


IZI 
g61 
gzo6 


rao UOMO 99S 
‘dD wors[VT ag 
‘aco spunupy u0jy}07) 99S 
‘d'D sHoqqy woI10D 22g 
‘d'D vorspsiryD eeg 


LE 
IZ 


Sg 
Zol 


Sir 


£11 
9Sz 
SEQ 


‘d'D Meysiny 29g pth 


Am 





SSr 
gfg‘t 
[bere 
oLlzz 
SFI 


For 
SLo‘1 
the 





¢b60‘7 


VE ‘II 


gbbf'zr 


‘ab “gy dowpsiyD jo eg 
‘arb “gy wopsiTyD jo eg 

‘ab “gry Yyoeqpurs jo yeg 
‘a’b “ay [[equeddog jo z1eg 


gti F1I IZI 
ggt 992 bz 
zis ogt Zgt 


‘Ab “gy uopY jo eg 
‘a’b “gry Ainqisy jo yeg 


‘TD Woussmy pure “qry wodypoig jo wg 











‘ab “gy yeaIyD ‘YOMpng jo peg 
‘Ab “gy yeary “Yompng jo eg 


‘ab “gry uoWBUIppo|D jo weg 


off ££1 oll 
gf 89 gs 
ger LSh $S1 
gre QgSe Ooze 


‘Ab “g'y uopuiey jo peg 

‘AD “gry UIAIVT, Jo preg 
‘aD “ay YIMe[ppI] JO Ue 
‘a’b “q°y uloouny jo peg 


‘Ab “gy uolsprg jo y1eg 


‘ab “ay S,pleMsQ “3g JO eg 
‘'b “gy uopurey jo peg 
‘ab “q'V prosply Jo ueg 
‘AD “gry woypsIYyD Jo weg 


Ser 69 88 
ty ty $z 
Sg SZ EL 
LI Ze LZ 
10L ogS 1Sg 
+S6 oLL LS 


‘ab “q'y uoywuIppod jo eg 
‘a'D “q'y proyyoeg jo weg 


‘a’b “gry AinqunqséM jo y1eg 
‘ab “gy sedjepy jo y1eg 


‘ab “gry Ainquer AA Jo yeg 





‘dD SaNAWAY NOLLOD 
‘d'D SLLOGGdy NOLLOZD 
“dD NOLLOD 
‘dD HOWnHD “TIVHNaddOd 
*SU} SHNOJ “TIVHNaddO< 
“suy 
HOUNHD ‘TIVHNaddO*d 
‘d'V¥ TIVHNaddOd 
‘dD ALVIIg FIONN 
‘dU NOLFIONOD 
‘dD pue ‘g'. NOLATIONOD 


‘dQ ‘2061 wor 
‘put. *g’D TIvisdWod 


‘dD Hovaugawog 
‘d'D TIVHsD09 
‘d’'D NOLONIaGOZ 
*suj NOLONIAGdOd 
“su] AYIMOHD 
“su} AASUACTY 
‘d'V NOLONIaaod 
‘d’'D NOLIN: 
‘dD AaM00F NOLLOTD 
‘dD AATID 
‘d'D NOLAITID 
rd‘) pue ‘d'd'y NOLYFAVID 
‘dD 
FONVES) HLIM NOLHDAVIZ 
‘dD Hilvay NoLaaH9 
‘d’'D NOGNuyy Ad NOLYNHD 
‘dD dsosdTy Ad NOLYAHD 
‘d'D NOLATLSTHHD 
*su} NOLMOY 
*SU} NOLATLLYT 
*su} SANODWdY NOLLOD 
"su} SLLOGGY NOLLOZ 
*SU} NOLATLSIMHZ) 
‘d'V NOLAILSIYHD 
‘d'D ATIMOHD 
‘a9 
CuOTMOV G-AA-NOLTYOHD 
‘dD NOLTIOHD 
‘dD NOLTHOHD 
(Jo ved) 
‘dD way TIVNMOg 
(Jo pred) *g'D MVHSTO 
(JO 31ed) ‘q’D ATTNOHD 
(Jo ped) ‘gD aay NITIOg 
od'S'Q AYTIOHD 
‘d'D AGTHOHD 





IL6r Ig6r IS6r I€6Ir Tz6r TI6r IO6r IO69I I99r IL9T IQ9I IS9r It9r TEST TZ9I II9r IO9tI 
SO 


212 


“AjoAoadser yoeqpuesg pue 
YWoMpng 3e3aI5 Ul peuINjer sam syueIqeyul F pue gg IAgI ur pue sq7°y Yoeqpues pue YOM 
-png 38915) 0} 2[qeINGLINIe 9q 0} paze}s a1aM S}URIIqeYUT sit Jo 46 Izgri Uy ‘s\q°y Yeqpues pue 
Yyuoapng }¥aI5 oy papuaixa ing “q°y Weyusarqd ur Aysryo pajenyis ses ‘sud YesypNy (2) 
*(0) aI0u ‘Mojeq 39S (q) 
“SSF pue oLF€ se pouinjar A[SuUOIM 19M “gvy Weywsae(] JOF sjejo} oy} I&BI pue Izgi Ul (2) 
"ED Teyuseq 0} porsaysuen sem “G"A) pslojsuryy url (161 ur rz ‘dod) 1249 jo ved gf61 uy 
‘TD pue ‘C'A PIOJsurAA 0} parszajsued sea (1£61 ur g dod) “q’D [eyused Jo yied 1€61 uy (2) 
‘ED Tequsreq yw peiun sem (rggt ur 6£1 dod) *g°D toavayy ZOgI UT (A) 
"d= Ainqsereq 0} peiiafsuedy sea “q’D 
wo1li0oN jo ured pue "q’~Q) WloounyY 0} petiojsued sem “q’O Ainqsazeq jo wed L961 uy (x) 
‘ac Ainqsereq YM peiun orem 
(1£61 ur 641 pue $$ Ajaanoadsar dod) s'-q'g Amngqsazeq Aq WoWMaN pue YOIMYoM gf6r uy (4) 
‘q’Q uo WuIppng oO} paiiojsued sea (1£61 ur zor “dod) “q’D Weyrsavan JO qied gf61 uy (A) 
"G’D UOMOID YIM pazrun sea (1ggi ur £6 dod) “gD uosUO zOgI uy (n) 
‘dO Tequeddoy 
SYUOJAI PUL “G"JA[ PM2ID 0} Partozsued sem (IL6I Ur ggt ‘dod) *g’g ameoig jo wed gf61 uy (2) 
*“(1€6r ur e$zee “dod e103) sq" 
PooauE}sjoo\\, pue ‘UO}seIsIAA ‘WeysurUIeA ‘Asotg) UND uoyurAeys ‘U0WYsIeT ‘UO\UT[seyy 
‘amaIg jo syed pue “g'< yfeyusddoyD yoy epnypour 0} papua}xo seat “@ “JAI 9MOT) gf6r uy (s) 
“seare aSOY} ApNpoUr 0} p2puayxa seam “g'D [[eyueddoD syuoyy VOgr ut 
pue “(1061 ur gzf puke ‘bhz6 ‘z6g‘h Ajaanoadsaz *sdod) ‘gD woyseisI pue “d’D AysaIg und U0} 
-Zuraeys “g’< [[equeddog yomyps jo syed opnypour 0} papua3xe sem “q "JI 9M2T) z6giI uy (4) 
*LLQi ur payerodroour seam “g"JAl eM2ID (6) 
“qd eBeurs_ 0} priroysued a19M (161 ur gS “dod) -g’D asea"T Jo yzed pue (1€61 ur ££ ‘dod) ga 
u0}{0Z_ pure ‘stuusq Yoe] 0} pasiaysuvy sem (1€61 ur £1 “dod)q"D aseurlg jozsed g£61 uy (d) 
*s'q’-) ulArey, pue “[[nyUsyIop{ 
‘piojatdeig y[NOF 0} paetiojsuesy stam *q°D spunuipy u0j0+ fo sjied pue “gd spunuipy u0}y70-d 


0} paziajsueyy o1eM s'g’D UlAIe], pue ‘T[nyUeHooyy ‘psojatdeyg yo Jo sjred £961 uy (0) 
spunwpy u0j0D 0} passajsues} seam (16gI ut $ -dod) -g’D suoqqy Uo0}0_ jo ped gggr Uy Pa 
“ao Trequeddo5 
SyUOJT UI papnypour sea (1061 ur z6g‘b “dod) ‘gD [JeyueddoD yoinyD jo wed FOgr UT (a) 
"Q'Y Uow]su0D 0} pettojfsuey 
sem (1961 ut gS ‘dod) ‘q’pQ aAorIsspryy jo wed pue ‘(‘syeig) *G° eA0ISspry 0} peiioysueyy 
aIaM “G"Y woya[Suog ur AjleutIoy s*g’D epoy PpO pue uoymey yomnyD jo syed $961 uy (1) 
"TIN woyysuo0g 0} 
poriaysuer orm (1€61 ut Sz ‘dod) ‘ga Amaqisy pjoquan pue ‘(1£61 ur 61 “dod) “q°D PIPyIEM 
aunzy (1£61 urozi dod) -g’g uojeg “(1£61 ur 419‘r ‘dod) -q°D uoymeysng Fo sired g£61 uy e0) 
‘T= pue ‘gq IAI epAH 0} (1£61 ur 1g ‘dod) yed pue “gD pue 
‘qn Aaprmoy pue Ainqparg 0} pasreysuen Sureq (1£61 ut vog dod) yred ‘gf6r paajossiq (f) 
IFgI pue Logi UseMIaq UOWSAL[D JO} opeUr sea UINJeI ON (1) 
*‘paajoaur sem ‘dod ur e8ueyo ou ynq paysn{[peer 
319M S'g’d UIAIV], pue ‘spunuIpy 0105 ‘morieg ‘uojapsIIyD Jo satzepunog ey} £961 Uy (q) 
“qd WOUIA AA 0} patisjsuen sea (16gr ur 4 ‘dod) *g-D uospst1yD jo pred gggt uy (3) 
“6oFI se pauInjar A[SUOIM seM “GV UOJISIIYD IOF [e10} oy} I€gI uy (J) 
"d'D woyroyD 03 "Gy eUAT 
JapuN apseomaN, Woy parisaysuey sea (1961 ut z ‘dod) “q’D Aajroyeg jo wed $961 uy (2) 
"d'=D 204 ulfog 02 (16gr ur gz ‘dod) z1ed oyiINg & gggr UT pue ‘oY soysueg peplard 
ay} Jopun “q’d MeYs[Ny 0} pasajsuet sea (1061 ur LE -dod) seq [jeuMog jo yied zggi uy (p) 
*a‘b ‘paqearo sea ‘g’d e3pq Aefiepry pue “q’a espq AeTeply 
powizuar sem ‘G"¢) AapioyD ‘pazeye snyy, ‘q’D 224 UNfog o3 (1061 ur 1Sz -dod) nied pue “ga 
pue ‘Q'A MoOjsuT[IAA 0} paitoysues} Bureq (1061 ur for‘r “dod) qed ‘our sures 943 1 PaA[OssIp 
sea ‘g'd meys[ny “g’O [eAIg paynyysuoo Buleq (1061 ur $1‘ ‘dod) yed pue “gD pue “q'p 
MOJSUT[I AA 0} parrogsued Suteq (1061 ut oSL‘z ‘dod) y1ed “P6gr ur paajossip sem “q’- 2207 [[2UMOg 
‘aaq [[eumog pue ‘meys[ny ‘AsjioyD ‘ea uljog jo syied Jo paistsuos “q"g* AeptoyD (2) 


"d'—D Yorsyey, 29g eh zl 89 6r gs IZ iL Sg *sU} LAOMOLVYH 

"T= uopeyA 2992S gL6S‘z PAX 44 SLL y0OV'T ogo‘! £Sg 888 es "sU] NOLUVH MA, 

*d'<- sutoyjuEisg 90g yLLI Igl gsi 691 6r1 grr eI o7i *su} UNUOHLINVLS 

"d'—D yorpmysg veg (COLT ost LI 6S1 g6 LA) LS 6+ *su} HOVTHQHS 

"d'—Q yooiqdiys vag LL +6 1g 68 £g <6 tg 06 *su) HOOUddIHS 

“dD Weeypny 22g 46zr 11+ Sty Sty Lot £gf fof gz 9 SU} HLVSHONY 

"TO RUMEN 99S AI gz Lz gz tz Ai oI €1 *SsU} TIVHMAN 

"d'- woyMop 99g IIS ¢S6E gze gie tre g61 LgI for *su} NOLTOOJI 

‘TO yamyeyT veg «(OL ‘z Lzgz = gQzS sy 1002 66L‘1 ZO1‘I 6L6 668 *SU} HOIMLAGT 

‘d'<Q uowy 2G «IZ II gl II €1 gi €1 SI *su} NOLYY 

*q'-Q wreyuearg 999 yhSS gis zS$ ggr €1b OLE LIE Lee *su} WVHNAAYG 

"d'=— yooisog vag_-=s«6QI vSt St o61 giz vLI Loz €L1 *su} MOOLSOG 
qt ¥S‘L SSQ°9 $629 Sees 1zS‘v Zags oSe‘e 169‘2 ‘dV WVHNGAYG 
£61 Soz Ae OIZ itz Sgz ,OOf £coe Lol Pe Re A OC ee eee 608 «8 6 Bis 0 0 2S) e © 6, 6168). 0) 6 08 ee ‘a'b iV oyesory MA jo peg <a) TIVHNUYG 
SOLE fgz nee 98 Fol Cor €Sr ZS 6£1 O22 P.O.W 60 a. 0.8 66. o CS! 66/40 0. 0. 8840» GS ow (whe. 10 0 6:8 6 '6, © (ar 6) 46 6's . "A‘D ARATE uIOOUNY jo peg 7 RS) Aungsauvqd 
LYyr'y SgL‘E A309°Z 369 ozs CoS Sor SoS gor . bud ee 958) wee) ww (ele (S16 (61> S16 8.6 eile wm Ow 1819.60 See 6 . “A’‘bDb a Aes UWIBYI9ABd MA jo peg eis) NOLONIGdN) 
grI 6S1 61z gtz gzz 1lz cSz zlhz ILZ sae «97 86 6.6, Sele oY A (4s.61 01-0) 6, OO) Rn @ sewer eee e ee eee eee eseere "A'D Ce aay sedjeyy jo peg er, NOLONIGaND 
As AajAg 99S 6+ see enw es po 6 @6 6106 60) 0.0 6 8 = . ee eee . . ‘a‘b TABS, YOIMeTPPIAL jo peg alse) NOLXOUD 
zgt IZ¢ ozr tly gar Ler 6LY Les €or . . . cee . of C06 ae 2. He Se Ss lone Cop, |S 0, DEG cree ‘A‘b “Tv UWIBYIBABS NA jo peg ED) NOLMOUD 
a) sngouy 29S 6f1 gti zli Zgl ob1 961 Shel ale) wlohe Oh aie eer ere cecoce Ae ee ee eo ae e = “A‘b eo ANT yeaty ‘quiompng jo weg 5) ATIMOUD 
61 Iz ge Iz Ez gf 6z Iv 6z sw is-e "eee © oie elm «0 e160 we eee eee . eee ee 1:0 Sim ele) a) a6 *A°D Se ines S.P[eMsO zie. jo weg rare NOLHONOYD 
of C+ 19 Ly +g +S gS or €s sen eee ee O01 si ea. Bie oie wie Si e0 © ss 8 5S 6 & Hs bi «0d. .0 6. 6 9 6:6 6)'e ‘A‘b “gy uopuiey jo peg ‘d— amma 
gtr Ly 4ZQI £9f tor Sgt gor gth zr saw ¢ aise e, 0660's o| es, «0. eee Be ela es p06 © fe see "A‘bD Oo AE Agjumoyyeg jo qieq BPD) AMMAN 

1zvi1s S61°es seer'cs 690‘9gh LO+‘gr o96‘Fh tlLo‘zb 119L‘gz Sge‘be SB 8) 6 16006 8.6.6 06. e606. '® fe . . Se See ee) 87 6 see eee “A’b “Iv Trequeddog jo neg mars: SHNOJAL 
‘TIVHNdddOZd pue 

‘WSN Pues “a IN Aha) 
grrr gLz‘I q4iz‘t 66£ Ezb oI+ 19f zZget zZby SE elisiie] NL6-d S06 910) © we ees) ie Sue O'S) 6/5 0 6. © e) O16 8 Sm 0) OG e) Beles b10 7) Se ‘ab “gy yorqpues jo peg ‘dD FOVNVUD 


213 


or 9 9 II 
giz tbe Loz gtz 
‘d= eowejaq 90g zor 
£oz 19z ele 16z 
OFEe LSz x7v~e Sze 
+g eZ gol eb 
‘dD weyusarq s0g ,S/ 
“MIA Uoyurigeg 99g ,066‘z 
yvie 19h gS svVSb 
zgs 6gS gtr git 
Ses SzS 1£2S pv6g‘1 
S1f“Z1 g1€‘L1 oiSh‘gr 11€61 
I0f biz ZOz F61 
zs Sg 6S Sg 
£ge Sob Loz Lez 
Lz 1S 60‘ 99 
ceb ISP 1Sv LYS 
gg6‘e SQI‘e “foyekra —  rairdhe 
Fol‘ €61'r = oL1‘1 el 
rc ®) u0jdIDIG, 99S Ig 
voS'e Obie ,Sof'z tho 








v 
oSz 
SSE 


£62 


LYE 
III 
oz 
g60'r 


89 
919 


CAs 
1Sz 
vot 


Ize 


€fe 
toz 
oz 
go‘ 


$9Qr 
$gz 
gz6‘~ 


ZZVOI ~6z6‘QI 








9 S L 
Z1z the gz 
+iz 6Lz gbz see eee eee 
ELo‘gE EI0‘EE 
Ooze Ere Eze ee 
‘d'—D uoysa[D97y 99G «= S6z 
‘d'—d uowy v0G Ol! 
Sor 
grt LSE 1ob 6. 01/610) 6.16) 6) ea 
ZgI 6£z ram t ede, 6 6 66.60 6 
gz tz Li 3,050) (0) 618016, (9). 616 
£16 x OCL'T 6£9 ee? 


“dD AqaryM 99S 4076 


‘d'D FOpPIYD “uoyust0y,T, 99g 449 


‘dO Mwy Suoyng vag 114, 
‘dD Wag ‘uoyng 9s0g_—ggz 


‘d'=D Joodiaag 90g «1g 
‘d= JoodisyjeNy 99G)=—Ok 
“dD uojooFy 99S OF I 


Teh) Ureyysey 99 %1 C9 


gzr‘e 
gzr gibt Zor oe ee eww ee 
ZQe Lgz glz 0 ce em ae ace. 
brg‘z 6Lo0'z LOU 4.10, 6, 00066) 0/9, 
gor‘L1 zb6‘g1 
manasa — (eteyetrar 
6£z'6z SL9‘6z eee ee eee 
gor‘Z1 zbr6‘g1 
9gI ogI gl1 met . . . 
DS LY z9 EEN 
Loft ELz €gz HON DOI 
‘dD JeMmoTT ‘uoj1ouursy 99G_—(OOI 


‘d'D UorsaTpog aeg gz 


gst 
ol (ole) Ly eee wees oa 
979 ~—_ 698 Le AS Nea a 
Lege 
(Ogee ZIESE ee. Bie ow ele 
Z19 ZS gLS w2[8) (66 16 oi8 
"d'D S0UTFZO 229G y98E 
‘dD poomssury vog = Lar 
‘d'D Ainqsippg veg zz 
‘dD stowed 909 ybzS 
6zE‘I 
0g 68 ZQ CO ONO Cie Hcy Cds 
gol oL9 SQ © ialieive:jabnne) ea 













ChOnC et aC yt eCae Mec hr stir) CMC 


gSz‘o£ 


38) eee, wee: 





Sia) a) ay) <6] Seis Are S.A) Hie 6 0.19) W600 1) 8 68m ole we ie) ©) heer eis as) 8) ba 8.6.8le 


S61R) A 0) 6 OOO OG, 8 16 015609 8) O 68.0116) 6.8 TOS WS 1808) 608. Be Re wee e eo ee eae e 


O1S‘gz 


LSz 


a) 
Tzs 


ZL 
gb6z 
ILE 





‘a'b “ay PrOSpTY Jo ued 
‘ab “q'y sedyey jo weg 
‘AD “gry orowIEjeq jo eg 


see ee wee ene 


169‘g9z £6S‘*bz 19L‘oz 1SQ‘L1 
wee seccesee ‘A'b “gry uo}sa[I0q Jo Weg 
B8z 262 99z 661 
€Z 99 tS 1g 
1gt gse oct Ogz 
‘dA Aeptiodiey, 90g 
ce ewcece ‘A'b “gry Ainqysorg Jo Weg 
ec eeecceces ‘A'b “GV uojsapoq Jo 31eg 
wie e ie, eek einieye ‘Ab “gy weyuaarq jo jeg 
Spal ele omeseyeneei(9,.6 ‘Ab “gy weylsey Jo weg 
oLI gi SZ aol 
g6z LL1 96 ZII 
Lge 6z£ 61z ggt 
Zgl ZQI 991 €S1 
£6 tL IL 6g 
61 bz 62 £1 
for II 601 16 
oSt gt Sze gre 
ogs‘1 oft 060‘ Zvi‘ 


‘a’ “gy yeary “YIoMpng jo yieg 
‘Ab “g*y uojuIOYy, Jo weg 
‘AD “gy uopmog jo yIeg 


‘Ab “gry Wodys01g jo jeg 


‘AD “gy UlAIVy, Jo weg 
‘Ab “gy sedjeyy jo yreg 
‘Ab “g'y uojso[pog jo Weg 


For Sg S6 L6 
ZSz 99z 6zz Sgr 
gSé IS€ bze ZQz 


‘Ab “gry AinqunghAA jo veg 


‘Ab “gry Ainquar\, pue ‘q°y wepny jo weg 


a) 


‘AD “gry wodysoig jo weg 


alae (ene teen “A‘b on a1OWIeOq jo yeg 
ott 06 -— a 
= = ica _ 
gli ZL, —— — 
ber Zgz _- — 
azbl ber — -—— 

O66 breve . eee ‘A'b Moe a Anqisy jo weg 


‘Ab “gy weyusarq jo yivg 





‘d'=D AgTuADAyT 
*‘d’O aay 
‘d= Aunasiaayq 
aauaNnnyy Aunasiaay 
‘d'dD NOLSAIONY 
*su} NOLSATIOOW 
*su} NOLYY] 
‘d'V NOLsSaID0q 
‘dD NOLVY 
‘dD NOLVY 
‘d'D NOLVY 
‘d'OD NOLVY 
‘d'O WVHIsvy 
(JO 31ed) *su} AGLIN MA 
su} UACTIHD ‘NOLNUYOH J, 
*SU} ATLLIIT ‘NOLLAS 
*sU} LYAUD ‘NOLLAS 
*sU} TOOdUAAQ 
*su} TOOdUAHLAN 
*su} NOLOO}] 
su} WNWHISV] 
nd V WYHISVY 
‘d'D NOLLING 
‘d'D THUY IHL NO WYHNOG 
"d'D AASSVJ, WYHNOG 


‘a'S'N PPyupng ur yed 


HWW e8priq4yerg ur j1ed 
‘dD dTal4nninqg 
uw {JAI “66g1 

woz ‘pur ‘F6gI I9qye 
‘do “dan aiawnmng 
‘dO Noaaaq 
"d'D NOLONINONG 
‘dO NOLsataoqd 
*su} YAMO'T ‘NOLYANNIST 
*su} NOLSATGOd 
{JO Wed) ‘q-y NOLsaTaoq 
‘d'D NOLONIGGOGd 
‘dD AWISANTILY, 
Wad LLOOGOd 
‘d'=D puke ‘qq y AgIsiIq 
(16g1 ut 
‘Jo y1ed) “g'd AISI 
‘dD qwINvIag 
*sU} AUANAVO 
*SU} GOOMSONTST 
*su} AUAESIaay 
su} TUAW TA 
yd‘ V TaaNvIad 
‘d'D LYOdNaAVG 
‘d'D WVHNIAVG 





IL6r I96I IS6r I€6r IzZ6r anon IO6r I69Tr I99r TL9I I9Q8t IS 9r If9t IESI IZ9r IT9r IO§r 
re OOS ee 





214 


“(1£61 
ut £gz ‘dod) *g*d woxy Jo Wed apnpour 0} papuazxe sem “q’D pue “Cf Yoeqpues gf6r uy (9) 
*(B) oJou ‘aAoqge aag (q) 
aD 
Aguueig 18315 02 pappe sear (1161 ur 1€ -dod) “gD mopueig ‘sg’ (1161 UT S¢r‘or *dod) Aqiy 
pure “(1161 ur £6 “dod) Joodiaag¢ ‘(1161 ur $1 “dod) joodrayiaN Fo uorun oy} Aq peuioy sea "gD 
yog e19uIsay[q T161 uy “s*g’D Joodieaag pue ‘foodreyieN ‘“moyueig ‘AeuueIg IIH epNpuUr o} 
papuazxe sea “q’Q Aguy\ pue Hog ereulsal[g o16r uy “g’D Aquy\ Wor ZOOI paeeid (ke) 
CENT ENG | SESS 
0} ‘G’Yy Je1seyD Wor pesseysuey etam "g°D Aeuuelg s]HIT Fo sted 4961 pue £961 uy (Z) 
"TIN & pewgnsuos sea yoOg ereursay[q SSO uy “eAtsua}xe-o09 eueseq SNYI I YOTYM YIP aelal 
ay} UI saysted Iay}0 ay} apNpoUT O} pepusixe seM “q°D Hog seulsey[y o$61 uy “uoyNg aT 
pue ‘aouy ‘uolooFy ‘UOWTOY.T, JapyryD Jo seystied paraye ayy pue Aguurig Beg) pue Hog eeu 
-sa][q Jo saysiied yuaniNsuod sz YIM “G"F) AqiyA\ pue Hod ersursay[y Wosy €L6r payeerg (A) 
"TJ WorwsuoD o} pasreysuvs sea (1z61 ur ozr ‘dod) uoxeg jo yied 
pue (161 ur $€ -dod) -g’D Uo}MeESNg Jo ped epnpour oO} papuaixa sear "q°) UOWwY gf6r uy (x) 5 
“Ac 
“q'Q uoiBurgag 0} perraysuen sea ‘g’D weylsey ‘pereye snyy, “G° UoIseN Ul “d*D WOIselEM 
0} paiiajsuen sea (1€6r ur zr ‘dod) qed pue “G7 Hog areursay[q ul “gD wowroyy, epiyO 
0} paiiajsuey sea (161 ut Lr -dod) -q*D weyjseg jo Hed “q’D Weyiseg 0} Pettojfsuedy oToss 
(1£61 ur For pue z AfaAnoadsai dod) s*q’D UOJOOFY pue uojuTOYT, Iop[FyD Fo syed £€61 uy (As) 
*(n) a20u ‘aaoqe aag (A) 
“AqUYM JO eTOUM ay? popnpour 
sivaXk asoy} UT “g’°y Weyseq Joy yej0} 9y4} pue ‘epeur arom aed yore Joy suInjor ayeredas ou 
IIQI pue ogi uy “gy eyors ul Apied pue “qgvy weyjseg Ul Apied pajenyis sea *su} Aqiy AA (1) 
“Q'f wloouny 0} parraysuez} sea “g’D won jo ued 4961 uy (3) 
*qd'<- uoyNG 0} peiiajsuvy 
aiam (1£61 ur gz dod) *g’g uoyy jo wed pue (1£61 ut tg “dod) “g’D uo\sunieg gf6r uy (s) 


"G'A pue ‘g’O Uopaog oj (161 ur Sg dod) zed pue “gD puke “qn 
WeYULYTY 0} peiiejsues sem (161 ut 6g ‘dod) -g’D Aessepy Weyung jo wed gt6r uy (2) 
? -d.)- PEE CEL) 
WeYyULIPY 0} parrajsuey sea (1Z61 ut ggf‘1 ‘dod) -g°D Aassepy weyung Jo wed ozér uy (b) 
*(ua) 930u ‘aaoqge sag (d) 

‘ “TW 
plegurynq 0} peraysuen aiam (1£61 ut $4 dod) -g’D Aepeyy pue (1£61 ur gi dod) -g-]y epAH jo 
syed pue “g'] apap 02 parraysuen sea (161 ut 41 -dod) -g'jy preyuryng jo wed gf61 uy (0) 

‘dO pue -q'A preyunng 0} peroejsuesy sea (1061 ur $F ‘dod) *q’*D pue “qn 
autq-lepun-uolysy jo wed pue “oo ‘urtupe ‘soue’T 0} “09 “UTUIpE “sey WoIy puke “q°D pue “q’p) 
aud-J-lepun-uoYsSy 0} peireysues sea (1061 ur 6E ‘dod) q'q prjeyurynq jo qed go6gr uy (4) 
"d'<— e8priqsyerg 0} paiseysuey sea (1061 ur 10411 ‘dod) -g*Ww esprq4jeig Ul “g’D plPeyunndg 
jo yred ayy ueym FOgr [HUN ATUO “g’D Preyuryng jo ued pastiduios -q’Q ppyurynd (4) 

‘JUIT,T JO 4QUNOD oy} OJUT Papus}xe “g°y UOIseTpod (J) 
WoW 0} paroysued sea (16g ut Ez -dod) -g’D Aeaysay]IAy UND WHoopog fo wed 6ggr uy a 2 
‘q’D pue ‘q'y Aasiq *seyD ut wed ay} pue “g°D Uo MeN painaysuod sear (1061 ut oz$‘r1 -dod) 
“qreq ut *g’o Aasiq jo wed ay} F6gr uy “qiaq ur Apred aq 0} pazejs sea Aaysiq] 16gr uy (f) 
"d'—D wowed 0} pereysuey 
area (1£61 ut gt ‘dod) ‘g’g YWompng epwy] jo wed pue (1£61 ur cob dod) -q-p Amqsippy 
pue “g'd uolUMIA 0} parreysuem sea (161 ut 61 “dod) “g’D erewejaq jo qed gt6r uy (1) 
“IEQI UT gg Usdaq aALY 0} Paie}s se POooMsSuTy jo ‘dod ay} 1Sgi uy (y) 
*9TQ 0} PodIIOD SBA oINSY sty} rSgr uy (8) 
*aroul 
-P]aqq JO ysar0j [eAOI dy} JO VINsOpUT ay} FO I[NSII B se TIQI UP pazearo sea “qvy arowejaq (J) 
"G'A WIMYVON 0} parsoysuvsy sea (161 ur -€ -dod) -qg-g weyuearq jo qed $61 uy (2) 
*q'-D weyusearq 0} peirejsuedy 
ara (1£61 ut rzo‘r *dod) *g’g yotage'T pue (1£61 ur SZ dod) ‘gD uojzeg jo syed gf61 uy (p) 


 — 


"a'A eye[AoH 29S «-98z SSz oLz gre Itz Sgi 
zgi‘I gig 889 og ELS gts oS ogS gSS 
‘dd uopureyg seg «6S 
"d'cd) amalg sag o£ S 
‘q’'<Q uoNNID x9g__—sIo! 
‘d'<Q uopurey Aq uoyMYD xeG ETI 
‘q'c- uoyeg 99g «OTI 
$66 
‘d'<c Ainqiseig sag ZL e+ 6€ ca 6+ SE 
LYr OSI £61 I1z fez ztz Lez Liz fz 
‘G'S’: Aepey pue sppesyD seg + 6gf*I 
*(‘soue’T) ‘g°d JoysoyouRpy jo Weg 906 £zg gel gsZ gsL 
Be A FL1 910% gtr Sgr tLe £6€ zor 6+S 
zvisr giv oIF cSz SLz goz o61 x fO7 £61 ke 
tr9 Zhi qf Il €s 
ef9z'Qt 16g°7I yfSe‘orI 
‘CQ Hog erswsay[y 9eg =II6‘gr Ego‘tr ~ggE‘oI  ggE‘or 
zL€g‘tg Ig9‘hh ESQ‘eE 
0g tor L6 IOI 101 gol €11 IZI Lzi nee 
el Lg gs 09 09 €L +L $9 1g ONION 


“Ab Cay Isa, ‘Aquny jo ue 
“ab “gy uopurey jo weg 


‘d'=D ATINVUT 
‘d’=D NOGNUY 


gss Izs fcr 6cr LEE LSE *su} NOGNUV 
££ Lo 1S LY gt 6z *sU} TMAND 
68 oll oor 96 tg Zl *su} NOLLATA 
LYr zeI Zl LII gzI £11 *su} 
NOGNUV AG NOLYNHD 
gtr 691 ggI gg LLi er "sul NOLUYG 
€10‘T 666 +98 LSg tol gil “dV Noanavy 


‘Ab “gry Ainqjserg jo weg 
“aD “gy uojy jo Heg 
“Ab “gry Hodysoig jo weg 
“ab “g’y uepuseyiION jo peg 
‘AD “gy weysurmie AA jo weg 
oo .s) 6. 0.e ee hae 6.0 0 /e ee ale ‘A‘b “gy uoyuIOY, Jo Weg 


‘d'—D FNOOUEITIV 
"q’'=D Agtiaav yy 
‘dd LYOdHOOLS ‘STISHOLA 
"d'D NaHLYON ‘STIFHOLY 
"d'—D NOLTY 
‘dD NOLTY 
"d'<d LVIUD SATNNVLS 
"d'<d Laog gAWsATTA 
ed AGLIHM 
ANY LUOg auaWSATTA 
KO@W SS6r worry 
pue “q'd oS61 woz 
“qn 1uo0g aaaWsATTIA 
‘dD NOLYIOY 
“dD NOLSaTayq 


‘A'b “gy sedjeyy Jo Neg 
“aA’D “gy uopy jo Weg 


218 





eT 


60£ 


°8 
6ge 


“Ab “gy yeary “yompng jo jeg 


‘AD “gy UuoJUIOYT, Jo weg 
‘A'b of VY walpny jo weg 
‘Ab “gy Ao[pury jo yeg 


eee 


gSz Suc £oz 
94 gs zg 
Zee tLz Sgz 


“ab Say aypeoya jo Hyeg 
EET oy “DW sedjeyy JO peg 


‘AD “gy uloouny jo yieg 
‘Ab “g°y UOpMog jo jeg 


Fee eee Mh “ae Vv 382M, ‘Kqaryy pus ‘dV uojsejsinyy, Jo weg 


bbg 988 
gel SoS 
Lgs‘€ azZlZe 616'z your 96g £gg ,0S8 oLS‘t ISH tctteee se ec ene Ce eee rarer eceee 
638 66 Z0I Zit OIL Lol 98 98 cL eee wear 6 8 8 0%, 60 OR Rie e166 220 28 o .0 © 
Z1iz goz £6r SLi L£1z $zz o1z n9tz 61z Cer OCH px Det 930 0)9 © \s . De) 86s 6s) ee 068 8 
ost goz Lle oSz 1g9z gtz 6Sz 1Qz gPhE rte ences ee cect e ene ee ene ne eens 
‘d= Ao[purpy veg zee b6z Lot Zot 
‘d'D pled suroqjoy 99g Sor of tL +g 
Lev Foe Igt gge 
‘a’ Mojswayr AA pue -q° ay 
Aapey pure aTpesyD 299 PE aXe yD | +06 +£6 116 +6L gt eee eee o. eee oe CONC ic Ta a Sa) . 
Loft gSz o6z g9f $e gte gze zgt gte eee eae Sie (0) v, > n),0 rd tes tT 9 
Ser‘ 
HIE 
ae} Lot‘r s06F'r +69‘1 goS‘t +621 gtc'r SSE OSb rT teeters we eeee svolvelle isha’ s/ aioe) eXelelia 
EgoLt oog*hr pzS1‘z1 Lgg‘or oof ESE'Q qgzoS irr‘ GEG POC IRE ee oe PC SYS. OO 
"a'A eyxefAoxy 990g) LHL Sgs gLr 06z Lez QUT Ems Hehehe seis, setelisiersis 
SoS‘g o9VL‘L SS9‘S 6tt'z S+r6‘I %fOQ‘T L386 +36 ggt . “. 0-006 ese tee eee CCM 
“d'D proyyoye’y o0g Bos ¢ Sgg‘z ZVS‘Z 19f‘z 
‘d'D Treyueddery s0g_ = FEL 10L gol Lgs 
gLg‘t ggs‘é osz‘e gr6‘z 
gst 
gz 
Fain) aye[AoPT 2aS9 ulVZQ‘I S99 St 66z mPSi gol “eee ee ee ee . eee eee ewe . 
9 ZI + oF + iL Zz Zz fo} . . . . ane see Cele sie eee 
‘d= Aersooy 29g gos ebr Sob ZSe gfe Sof Po : ie ? siege BO 
zZg6‘t o+6 F6L 
£s £9 6S +g Lo zg Lo +L x06 S10).€) 10/6 9.10, o.8 108 o. wees ey 
SQ Ool Zool £or cL Sg 89 Ig %78 see ee ee CHOCO OPO 'e) ee) ale! 61a: "61.0)8) 0 e018 
“ASD sacl OPAL) Upsaase. CSI a et Yin ee Cea eee 
"dA [PIM 99g yLzS 61z gez OgI 661 661 a ilcncahes may orci esa eee : rere aie 
vog'r ,SLE‘r £60'r 604 €Zs L9S €Zs ££9 ggs %409 €1L gt 908 
ofr £g0‘r 
SSti gol 
‘dD 294 uljog pue ‘dD pure “C'A Myst yy 29g qSQe't glut see eee sae oa Beem meee ner ane 
Pie) Prayspord 99S €g9S‘r tog‘ I Leos I Corr een Lg0‘r (eka ee) ee 600) 8ie1 . COP Ch SeCTeCy Ons) eee 
reste. 199° S yave' ¢ ori‘ € Szoc€e 6to0°€ geliz Bo oioce 6gh‘e se ee eee aie oe Oe eC er Saar} . eee 
"d'=D AION 99g «S69 gel 369 S19 
‘dD UOIMAN 99G FZ gtr 611 oor 
‘d<— Agjurpyy 99g 46£E x 6z S6E See 
“d'=D Ag[ssuryy 99g y IZI‘I S66 £90‘ Loo‘t 
“dD Aqs[aH 99S ygIL oLS ZOg LG 
‘dD weyspory v0g = S60'z ~ 69851 6L1‘z gog‘t 
d‘D dryspioT weysporg seg = t10‘1 896 O10‘! ZZO'I 
‘d'=D Agfuvapy 90g «= SZE off Bes HIE 
6zb‘g 0689'S ZQE‘9 1zg‘S 
TL6r I96r mec (Oe AD ease I06l I69r  rggr IL9I IQ9I IS 9r IF9r 


#99LS 


Iby 


Log‘z 


‘wb “gy [jequeddery jo weg 


PRAT AD ++6 vSL 
oor Igt gee 
ZSQ°I So€‘1 ZO0'I 


"+ carb “gry asa ‘Aqury Jo eg 


‘Ab “Gy UOIs|LT, JO He 
‘ab “qry Yyoeqpues jo y1eg 


‘Ab “gy Ao[puey jo weg 
ST a} rw Teyueney, Jo peg 
<ier ae ‘a‘b Coss) WeIQOFL jo yeg 
‘AD “gy TTeMsopy Jo yeg 


tog LSL 469 


‘Ab “Gy MO[SUNTTAA JO Weg 
“c+ cab “gry ureyspoig jo weg 


cee ie “aA‘b oa wmeyspoly jo peg 


ber 16€ gLt 
601 ool gol 
fee ZgQz toz 
+26 989 whe, 
gle Loz g9z 
gsS*r 6reT oSze‘I 
£46 gSZL 10£ 
$gz Lgz HIE 
pl66‘F 300 Zrs‘e 
IZ9g1r II9.r TOSI 


yied yeini 

‘d'S'N YIMYVON ur pred 
‘d'D TaOsLaV 
‘dD aaoasdvyy 
‘dD MOTDINVEH 
d'—D AFTTGNVH, 

*su} ATTANV]T 

*su} GIAVG ANNOMTO 
‘d'V ATIGNVY 


‘ap ‘Fo6r wor 
‘put ‘g’D HLYOdGNV]{ 
dD NOLdWv]{ 
yed jeini 
‘d'S' Ur09unYy ur 41ed 
dD NOLIVY 
a'n ‘0061 
Wor ‘pus “qd eTeH 
‘d'=D AasvaUy 
‘dD TIVHNaddvuyy 
*deyd GuOsHOLY’T 
*su} TIVHNdddvasy) 
‘d'V TIVHNaddvuy 
yied Jeans 
‘aS’ eyxeTsoxy 
pue Aqiryy saa ur qed 
‘d'D FONVU 
‘dO NOLavay 
‘a9 
AMVHSNUYg WAS ATULSOOy 
dD ATULSOON 
‘d'D diavq aNnwog1oy 
‘d'D MOTIYg ANYOUTOS 
‘dD AaTaoy 
‘d'D NOLAYS 
‘d'OD pue ‘g’y HLYOMSMY 
‘AD Mojsuay A ur jed 
‘d'Q Aspsoyg ur yred 
‘d'O MVHSTOY 
dD dIHsauo’'y WvHsaouy 
‘d'O WVHsaouy 
“su} ATTYON, 
*su] NOLMANT 
“su} ATINV]A 
*SU} AHISONIST 
su} ASTAP] 
*su} WVHSGOUT 
dryspio] WvHSaowy 
“SU} ATINVATY 
‘dV WVHsdowy 


KK 


216 


‘S'q’d UIAIV], pue spunuIpyY u0j059 0} *g'd [[NYUeyDoF, 
jo sjied pue ‘g’d [[NYyUsySOPY 0} posrojsuvs sem *q°d spunwipyY uoj}0d jo zed £961 uy (J) 
ysiied pyeMsg¢ 3S YIM pojd9UUOD Ud9q DALY O} PIVS SPM HI ISQI UT ‘g’d S[O9JAy 9PIWT IOF 
UINJoI JY} UL POpNOUT SBA JT IQQI WoO "1E-LOgI pULIS] SIqG[IF{ JOJ opeul seM UIN}OI ON, (9) 
‘d<d pue'q'p yormyuen 0} parsojsuvsy sem (1£61 ur gz ‘dod) ga [[nyuePy Jo y1ed gf61 uy (Pp) 
“(£61 ur z dod) -g’a pjeysaporyyy Jo yA1ed pue “(161 ut oS -dod) 
‘d'O— soparg jo qed “(1€61 ur zS€ -dod) ‘g’a [[exo9g wind AinquoZy WoIy QEOI pazwatg (2) 
"d'<= Aqs[eH 0} posrojsuesy sem (161 ur zz ‘dod) ‘g'a Aojuesry jo y1ed g£61 uy (q) 
pue ‘q’p [[eywesg pure sAoiy jezepy 0} posrojsues sem (1£61 ur 10g ‘dod) ‘g’d psl0ojypooy, ote, 
Ul ‘dd pue ‘q’n adrzeyy 09 (1261 ur ZS ‘dod) y1ed pue ‘g'¢d pue “g’a i0dy01g 0} parsaysuesy 
sem (1£61 ul z£g ‘dod) -g’d pue ‘q'y [[eyueig pure sA01y Jazep jo y1ed Q£61 pue SE61 uy (ek) 
‘d'—D pue ‘g’d wodyo01g 0} portoysuevsy sem (1061 ur L$g‘t ‘dod) ‘q’g pue-q'A 
[[eyueig pure sAo1y jazepy jo zed 1061 uy ‘(1061 ur 6£E pure ‘6L9‘r ‘Stg‘F ‘oLS‘z “QS AJaaoodsar 
‘dod) sg’ uoisulTyIO,, pure ‘Ainqiony ‘YJeyurerg ‘uspsog ‘UOIIBIJQ WoO OO6I poiwaig (Z) 
‘d'=D pur ‘gq’ epAH O} (1£61 ut 66 ‘dod) 31ed pue 
‘d=D pue'd'p yFepuspsuoyT 0} poitajsues} Sutoq (1£61 ur gt ‘dod) y1ed ‘g€61 paajosstq, (A) 
‘d'<-D uosurjsep] 0} posttojsuevsy sem (1£61 ut zgz ‘dod) yoojsay AA jo 
yavd pure "g'JA[ 9MOI_ 0} portoysues} sem (1£61 ur £1 dod) ‘g’d uoZurysezy Jo yzed g£6r uy (x) 
"HA YIMYWON 0} porteysuvsy sem (161 ur $$6 ‘dod) *g’d projziep jo y1ed SS61 uy (M) 
Glo) YOUN Oe 
poestojsueq sem (1061 ul 669‘ ‘dod)‘q's'Q YyoIMYVON Ur "g's psojzieZ jo zed oyi FOgI Uy (A) 
‘d'—D MoOpeyuRY 0} postojsues} sem (16g1 ul br ‘dod) ‘g'd Woapny jo zed gggt uy (n) 
"dD pue ‘dq’ Aapey pue s[pesyd 0} (1£61 ur £6 “dod) z1ed pue 
“TO pur ‘q'N MOS 0} potsojsues dsutoq (161 ut gf6 dod) zed ‘gf61 paajossiq (3) 
‘d'—D pue ‘qd’ Uloouny 0} portojsuesy sem (1£61 ut vLg ‘dod) *g'd uojeP jo zed g£6r uy (s) 
‘q'- UsoounyY 0} pasrazsues} sem (16g1 ut oof ‘dod) ‘g’d uoyepy Jo wed tggr uy (1) 


J[VET 0} porrojsues, o10M (1€61 ul g pue 6£E AjoAnoodsoar ‘dod ‘s‘g'a Aopiedury, pue Avemsuny 
jo syied ‘z1A) ‘q’y MopyOng jo y1ed pure (1£61 ur gg ‘dod) ‘q'y Weyoulnty jo ied pure *g°D pue 
‘d'Q weyourmnyy 0} perrejsuer) sem (1£61 ut rZ ‘dod) -g'a pure ‘q’A ee Jo wed gf61 uy (b) 
"dO WeH Jo wed [eins oy} Woz pojyvoio sem “gd AvMSBuTY oo61 uy (d) 
"d= Teyueddery 0} possiojsuvsy sem (1$61 ur § dod) *g’d YIeIF_ UOYyD0IG Jo zed pure “g'D 
YQwIFT U0OYIOIG 0} possrojsues sem (1$61 ut o£ -dod) -g'a [jeyusddery jo zed SS6r uy (0) 
"a'A eyejAoP 0} postojsues} sem potojye snyy pure ‘(1£61 
ur 1£ ‘dod) *g'd arsseyy [[eysneg jo zed opnjpour 0} pepuszxo sem *g’d oduvIg CL61 uy (U) 
"d'D Aqiny iseA\ pue oxe[AoPT 
0} porsjajsues} sem (1061 ut Lr ‘dod) ‘q'pA eye[AoP pue Aqiry 3saAA Ul “g’d asuBI4H Jo yAed oy} 
FOgI Ul “g’d eueID YIM pojruN sem (16gr ur gg ‘dod) *g’d UoVIe'T UND UOWMaN OggrI UT (a) 
*(1£61 Ul IZI pue 
goS AjaAnoedsar ‘dod) s‘g'd uspyoegG puke MeYysuIeg WIND AdI]sOOy WOT QEOI poywoig ([) 
"d'/A [eM 0} postojsues sem uoyARy ‘poto}e snyy 
pue (1£61r ut g ‘dod) ysnofy uojusoy, J, Jo y1ed apnjour 0} popusyxa sem *g'd UOJARy ELOI uy (4) 
"EIN PlPYseP9e]JA[ 0} portojsues sem (L$61 ur €S -dod) ‘gq'd YWoMsMeEy Jo yred SS6r1 uy (f) 
‘d= pue 
"HIN PPPysepoeyl 0} posrtojsues sem (1£61 ut 1b ‘dod) *g-d YWomsmey jo j1ed Qf61 ere 
dd 224 Ulog 03 (1061 ut £$z ‘dod) 31ed pue 
‘d'D puke ‘G'A MOjsUTIAA 0} portojsuevs} Sutoq (1061 ur Cob‘ *dod) y1ed “FOgI poaajossiq (Y) 
"d'—C MvYs[NY 0} pottojysursy sem 
(16g1 ut LE ‘dod) ‘gg 20,4 [JeuMog jo Jed JOY soystieg peprlAlq 9y} Jo i[NSeI B se 7ggI Uy (3) 
ee 
WeYspoOly 0} poliojsuel} o19M “q’a dryspio7y wreyspo1y pue “gd weyspoly yy0oq 0} uOoUTUOD 
(1£61 ur o ‘dod) spur] ssoy} pue (1£61 ur €gS‘1 ‘dod) ‘g'd dryspioy weysporg gf61 uy (§) 
‘d'<=D dryspioyT weyspoiy 0} portojsuvsy sem 
(16g1 ut o§1 ‘dod) ‘g-a weyspory jo 11ed yo_ soystieg poprAlq] sy} Jo a[Nso1 B se zQgI Uy (A) 





‘an "ISHS se pouInjor A[SUOIM SBM “GV WeYSspO1y IOF [P}0} 9Y} IZgI Uy (P) 
yee If oz Iz I¢é gz Oz Lz gz *elellejel(esileveliel« eis ejejtoy'al‘alleiiel (elle) 'e!10 61) e\101.6118)/0] eve) e/fe](etsjiellelie/.e.ellelielejieie ‘a’b CTW? UIAI® J, jo yeg cS) TINHNAMOOFL 
dO 214VT ‘s[OayAI 99S O1 L oI 61 —_— — — — adda GNVIS] FUATIFT 
eal [et 999 %ZES‘S x OED %919‘E Lo1‘z OIzZ‘ I 948 Cd CC ee ey . ‘A‘b “IV TTeMsoyy jo weg 7D) 
aTaldd1O WA TIVMsaPT 
‘d'D PPUPIO wins T[TemsoFy 99g ez gss €1S LOE g6z £Ez Eze ggl *suy 
aTadl4dd1O9 WO TIVMSaPT 
"d'd uorvkey 99G)  QgI £61 bri 61 oll eS1 S11 oor *su} NOLAYS) 
o16 orl LS9 gts gor ggt gtr g9z ‘dV TIvMsay 
£Z gs pos €z1 gir OzI Zol QzI 6+1 efrerentet (ise! (6/6 owi.6. 6061.6) \e, (sie 1s (ere ieleiie) ie e710: 6 0) 'er¢:tefellelis}ieralle; else) ee) seers) eel elete "A‘b TW u0pYy jo weg SES) TIOHNAPT 
Bee) Ammquoypy 20¢ ZS +6€ ogf gget SLE 1er eeeee ec eeesece . CHO) CROCaC CG . eife a! ere/.@ s)le (0110. 61.6 eee ‘aA’b Le hs Ammqysoig jo peg Tc) TIVXAg wood AUNANAY 
989 ber oob od AUNANA 
LiS‘t HEO‘E qoeL‘z o0g6‘I 069‘ 169‘1 ZLS‘*t VSI‘'I ZIgQ B)© (e10,.¢) 6 6) @ v8 ee) @) 6.8) 6a, 86) whe. ©) 6) .6, 6.0) 0. 0/6. @) 8.0) © 0110) 8) e (61 9..81.6 06 66.8 ‘A'D Coe Pty weyspoly jo yweg are) AaSTaPL 
619°6E L16°62 yrLo‘6I oot€r Lzi‘or 1£9'6 1646 zd pute ‘qd’ TIvH 
-Wvug GNY FAOUS) TAZVH 
Lb1 LY1 gsi OSI Lyi giz £91 cae If1 OO Te NOR SORA OF IC ae Heperaleas Sita “Ab “gry Ainqung jo weg ‘dd NOLHOAV]Y 
Eer Ly gzI 201 6Z1I Te PEI Cr1 Err aleheleliels/te enw e/(ele)ule oti (elaliete,olete\is ‘a\(e\ ale) ells, wilel elise (eu esi «te,e . *~A'‘b Ce U0}IOAR AA, jo weg 76), NOLIV]] 
72sec otf ZQe L6z LES Col 61¢ Lz Sof Sie; oie, /6 a; ee as iaiselleeiee see) 6 . "A’b CAPM u1O.UNY jo yeg rai) NOLLVH 
‘cel @) DEL 
‘an a[epuspsuo’T pue fOQZ gz gSz Lez 982 £9z 0 . CD ‘A'b Coa PAR WeI}OT jo weg a® ATISUALLV]] 
‘DO pue “g W epsH 2g 
glz tS th Ize Lgz tlz Ogz 06z $re eze wee eee ene sete ee ences eae warehieL (olla suitalle/\sieie eile, (site! *~A’b caw ArnqungAM jo weg aN) NOLYIHLVEL 
Liz QIz Qgz gIe ore Iof S6z LEE 60£ see ee © (s,s. @)wite) ei elie -aile/.6\ eid) 'e) 0) (6, a 0-0) (| si e)injiel'e (sie 0:16 elie) /9 ole 6 ASE SOA) yoeqpues jo weg “a'<Q TIvssv]] 
ISe'+ 6L9°z AEAGSS €f9%z 1St‘z 6SE‘z 16/2 Lzg‘t FIQ‘I see eee wee eee ee eee ee ‘A'b ada Agpuoyyieg jo peg BPO) NOLONTISVH] 
by 99 6g S6 Sol IOI 1g S6 ool ozl Zl of1 gst 991 Lb1 O7z Lol ‘d'<= pue ‘gy TUHLavy 


207 


gis‘r 611‘I ofo'r $Lg Ig 602 oL9 z69 gfg ee ee eee eee see ew eee see eee eee eee eee ee ee eee ‘a’b ae io UIAIBT, JO neg ‘dD Tivsiay 
“a Amasereq 22g #¢ £9 +9 £9 zg £g OY Tea ara a ee Boe he ig en SO SEA sa A eal Sat (Ol ll Gk CE “4° “IW uzoouny jo peg ace MOIMMOTY 
“G'D PHTY 289g «TOF yZQO'I ze IgI QFI FL1 Ff) ee a reg rt ae : ate eras ‘a’b “q-y Yomnyspoo\, pue “d'V uoisejsinyy, jo yeg “dD Agyy 
‘WD Hog ateusayjy aeg «= LLz gzt 1Lz 06z ~OQOI FEE gst Ze zeh SLy Lot ogr gzr tr “d’D pue “gy FONT 
8 Ir 9 +1 Sr ZI Iz Li gi lh le Rid A et Pee NO We ee Wa Rk i ee ‘a‘b Se io S.P[eMSOC 4S jo neg “ao TIVHSNIag] 
aSLS‘r ZZO'U BS a Se Sar Mat at ie en Sma nat) a on “in el a tw ba. We me et ods a *“a*b oe lag prody201g jo peg (jo nied) ray HIANYA MA 
Sri‘Z EzL‘Z Lot‘Z CfetZ ofFf‘Z “eee eee peeedcsaseneeesecessecenesecseas “a’b na Wi eTepuepsuoT ul WeIHOTy jo neg 5 NOLMANT 
+L6'Ez +So'tz ng9g‘fz $of‘oz gf of Ay ee ae a Tena ee ease eh teak pose ee ol eae Sk wel ‘hy eh mC bar Sen WoC sary aba Oe Veo ‘a'b Te yody201¢ jo neg “dO aGAY{ 
CoOL r 09g‘ 169‘I gorr zOl'r 9 ae oat ne ye ew. Gel ah Lo Sot ocelot tm Oto MAYA ea ‘a’b “TV a[epuspsu0T ul weInoyy jo neg ia AgTGOS 
SO0‘LE IFL'IE ,FOFIE <SLo'<E SzKEE LEFEE ggl‘cE oLg‘of §=of ‘gz rd‘<d ‘fz61 
wor ‘pue “qT aqAyy 
pere 6fz Sz Sz C6z Egz 6Sz 6zz gtz ce a ee Re a a ORR T IN aii mae Ra TC Beh OOS, ik Cel om em GTi <p tl oe ov: Le.e ‘as ie A GOYA “a’b “IV UOLIAR MA jo peg fag AqTXAH 
og Sg 69 oIlr Lz €zx1 €zr L£IrI FzI SS ESS (a a eh a ee i os BD OO, sl Qed Setanta ol fe ot wh a dt dhl hoe oat -a‘b aad Y u0jDYy jo neg Fi + NOLsaTHoH{ 
tty Let ned jemi 
ot Qe ofS‘E "HW Pleyseporyyy ur yred 
©g9 Sot git ait? tor Ltt o8S¥ SzZL£‘€E L96‘E ON A NS SE SE tO a OL A SM ia, Wh heal ec! maak ell) Oat ah oT gs om Ol a Bc ‘a’b Te Amnqiseig jo neg faces aTalasaunyy 
ELz1 £og‘t Fig‘z +¥I gzI Li IZI OII CHEE a ee Sie ee ak om am a reat tn el oe ao es) b> (Gh) lotion we? me ‘a’b “Ty S.P[EMSO 1S jo peg “aa NOLONILNOFT 
gLt ggI 6S1 Cli 00z ogI Sgr zLlt C61 Se SOs at Sa Se ah ae a mee (ek wl a Si  eieN nan ww Ya Biel a al) it is ‘a‘b aoe ky? Ammqungs 4 jo peg “aa NOSYALSNOF 
ee sTuuaq yor] 22g ES 8 eae ony wate oat mc iar oef estat ad a tS atueiel isa lover lace aed eae “a‘b a a = qe2ID ‘yuIompng jo yieg Pie asTayy 
ZZI +ZI ni Pt 0g £6 $9 gor Sir SER os etal aca or a wii eie) Som Vel ct et es foil ayer ah ofr etatl tel wr ony Aiea rr ane “ab ae Amaqisy jo peg ry CTs T¥ \\ aWwinayy 
zZglé gIg‘t ogt'r €rxr'r ZI I‘r gz6 998 098 gsg SS OE enor may mai ws at al ae cet Th Tw (aA esl a) OE Ox, A Sal fe sade nds caso pv Aw) Sarat ooh on aw ‘Ab ae ha? yoeqpues jo peg he. HOWAHD ‘WIN 
‘an ayejAopxy 23S 1fg‘gI ggo‘Lt ~OTOFI Pe I16‘oI Se aE OTS ee ay Cee a OT Mt im be, ae to et Al willie A elie at eh piel ot -Or.a) eel saad oe @iietrel ati ‘asa ayelAopyT pue SOM ‘AqITyT 22S “a pue “an 
Agu Isd\\ ONY ayVIAOP{ 
zZOg‘Lt ‘dD Agary 
Isd\\ ANY SHVIAOH{ 
Loft “d'D Aasvauy 
LS9°L "dO FONE 
€1v ‘dD ATINVUT 
Log ‘d'D AaIVD 
LLezE =ELz‘zE 8g £6°0£ ud) FvA0H 
1gs o6f off 66z tt+¢ Lzt $ze Ooze ClLz BE OL S18) Le et Am Dee 50m a ere Labial ee Vai" a)! W wy Kor. 8T Behan, (wh ia eee ela ala we a “A‘b “IV Amnqungh A jo neg iS, HONOF 
Cz Iz gz Le $€ zt ze gf ot+ MRSS (Os OU. eer ew Oe, elim, ih mr el war A (Se el oi elle w, 1 ele ale, miietee eo ie ed <b ar 27 UIAIe J, jo neg ESS, Tagg woo NOLHORL 
£9 ES Fol OzI Zt 6ZI 611 96 +6 SSS MOTE 8 OS OY M8 ehiae ah WY eM eel ae tales,” of ela} (es eo eimai Sh oh wean Wier al oft & “A‘b anu UO}lS|I J, jo neg ee NOLYOH 
‘PIN uo ulgeg 33S 19bz toz gzz Coz LES IgI See SR SOLO Ds me Sei ae Sich et Lal wie eee) Laiel a eae Ae im it elie! eriei ew: ea torerela *A"D Sa ureyiseq jo yeg “ao NOLOOY 
ie | Aqiry S93 pue aye[AoFT 225 gSg‘t goer SS RL OL OT We Oe. OO By ele Wi Ot wi LG. Wh ah te ok ph wk) ethene ‘a’b ae 1S3\A ‘Aqiryy jo peg = ie, asOOx] 
zg qf Qe r8gt gzz SLz 1Sz giz 1d‘) FOVTTIA FIOO 
"dO eseiitA 
sTooH pue “aq 
Uap[iMy “u0Ng 
“@°-D JaisayD aeg/ ygSo'6 6gg‘S +66‘ 66'S Ive‘s ZOQ‘E 6692 ‘d'D ‘F6g1 
wo1j ‘pue “q*Q AIOOFY 
€g1 yied jemi 
663 ‘z ‘d' 2JooH ur zed 
eK) aseyrA, 2]OOF] pue ‘an 2[OOFT 29g 3990°F zgo‘f Fi, SCa) SS aige STs ai, ewe, wake Snip sei is, n Ne, ooh Ee-Wiiniiel 'w, wi ,aiie/beco lel milal Boag aL Ok wi eka ‘a‘b a0 [easurayg jo yieg ae aTOOYY 
“d'D Tle“qeip wmo uoorg 2ag_-—s Fz 69 SII 19 ZL SZ vs gf “su 
TIVMavag WAS Noovig 
£6L‘E gop’ ySLEE yore‘ gzz‘e gfott bzz~ toz‘z AWD JoyseyO ur yred 
Loot SL9‘E o6F‘E 10h‘t goc‘e Tr1 glzc oof ‘z ‘d'V ALINIYI, 


> ae) 
pue "qf Fepuspsuoy 2ag (6 6z‘z ggb‘z ogS‘z LYP‘z 












IE6I IZ6r TI6l ro6r 





S69‘z gSo%z 


IO9§I IL9r IQ9I IS 9r If9§r TEST 








IZgr 


GadIAIGNG) UNV ATOTT 


‘dD pue 


‘Ab “gy Wenjoyy jo weg 
‘dN HLYOMONITIOPY[ 





II9r IOgt 









218 


*(2) a10u ‘aAoqe 30g (3) 
‘06 0} pajdeII09 seM sins sty} ISgI uy (FJ) 
*1f€-1081 “gy 
Aqiry] S84 Ul pouInzer ATTOYM sem “gry UOIseISINY [, OJUI popuazxa YyoryM ‘suy AqseaIy (a) 
‘d= Aapion 03 (1£61 ut gz dod) z1ed pure “g'a Aajssuryy 03 (161 ur 
Ly ‘dod) qed “g'd AojuryAy 0} parsojsuen dureq (1£61 ut zgh ‘dod) y1ed ‘gf61 paajosstq (Pp) 
61 °9 “JIA O% JOY OY} JO asodind sy} 10j ysiied v suTedq YsIRJY S,3uryy (2) 
"d= Aa[ssuryy 0} par 
~Jojsues} o10M (1£61 ul Lb dod) ‘g’d poomssury jo ied pure (1£61 ut 1zb ‘dod) -g’a wreyspory Aq 
UOJMANT pure *q’—- Ao[ION 0} passojsuesy sem (161 ur Ez -dod) ‘ga Aajssury jo y1ed g£61 uy (q) 
"d'—D Aolssuryy 0} porsojsues sem (16gr ur g ‘dod) ‘g'a Aapton jo y1ed 1ggQr UT (k) 
‘dO TeMpetg 03 (1£61 ur o1 ‘dod) y1ed pue “g'ad uoysordg 0} (1€61 ur EF 
dod) y1ed “q'y), YoIMo[pprp[ 03 posroysues Suroq (1£61 ut 6L€ -dod) y1ed ‘gf61 paajosstq (Zz) 
"dD YIMappIy 0} porsojsursy 
sem (1061 ut 29S ‘dod) ‘gd swyny] wind uoyepury jo Jopureuras ayy, ‘(1061 ur $61 dod) -g’a 
uoyMIN Fo Jed pure (1061 ur 16 dod) ‘g’d surpnyFy und uoz19pury jo yred wiosjy HOgI poyesig (A) 
“(quo 
‘d'A esprig Asjey A 0} pastoysues sem (1£61 ur € ‘dod) ‘gq’ ourpnysapjay Jo ued g£61 a ee 
"W'7 [PIM 91 (“CY [RIAA Wosy porreyjsuesy 
sem pue (1£61 ut og *dod) g’d eMoity Jo y1ed opnjour 0} popuazxe sem “gd Aqiy €£61 uy (M) 
*(n) aj0u ‘aAoqe 9ag (A) 
"(1061 ut ELL‘1 
dod) ‘g’Il 9pAH Ul “g'D YieusIE AA Jo 11ed oy} epnypour 0} popusazxe sem *g’d opAPy FOI uz (Nn) 
‘dD pue -q'p Aojtwoy pure Ainqpeig 0} (1£61 ur oz ‘dod) 
jared Joyjour pur ‘g’d pue ‘g'J\l pjeyuryng 0} persroysues sem (161 ur gt ‘dod) ‘gg pue ‘g'IAI 
apAPy jo yaed ojep owes ay dy “(1£61 ur 46 ‘dod) ‘g’a Aapepy fo yzed pue “(1£61 ut 66 ‘dod) 
d= Aesireyey jo wed “(161 ut £1 ‘dod) -g’a pue ‘gq’ ppeyuryng jo wed ‘(1£61 ut 1g ‘dod) 


"dD pue -q'n [jeisdurog jo z1ed apnjour 0} pepus}xe sem “g’d pue ‘g’]T epAH Q£61 uy Q) 
“MIN 2} UIIM 9AISUd}xK9-09 
auivseq sny} pue s‘g’d UOIMON puke A2]POyH spnyjour 0} papuszxe sem “g'd epAP E261 uy (Ss) 
‘IQQI ul poyerodioouy (4) 
"d'= Aopxnyy{ 0} porsejsues sem “g’d projatdeyg 
y[nNo jo zed pue ‘g’a psrojotdeig yJNoY 0} porsoyjsuem sem *q’a Aapxnpy Jo yzed E961 uy (b) 
ee) 
pue "g'IAI Pleysepoeryl 07 postoysues sem (161 ur £1 *dod) ‘g’d pjeyspiny jo ved g£61 uy (d) 
"DO PpPysepoeyA 0} possay 
-SUBI}] SEM “GIA, P[OYSepoovyy Ur (1061 ur b11‘€ ‘dod) -g'a pjeyspiny jo y1ed oy FO6gr uy (0) 
‘dD pue 
"TW Uol][Su0D 0} porsojsuvsj sveM (1£61 ut 61 ‘dod)*g’d pyeuyeAA swyNP jo vied g£61 uy (u) 
*€£61 payeaig (uw) 
‘dO Hod 
dIOUISIT [A YIM pojrun sem *q*d UOJOOPY OS6I UT *g’d UOJUIOY J, Jop[ryD 03 (1£61 ur zb1 ‘dod) ied 
pue ‘q'~Q UO \UIgeg 03 poiiajsuet sem (1£61 ut bor ‘dod) ‘g’d uojOOF Jo ised E61 uy (7) 
"T'<D aR][IA BOOP 0} porsojsuvs, sem (1S61 ur yr ‘dod) *q’~ 2JooH jo z1ed F861 uy (4) 
*d'<d uoNG Uapjiny o} (1£61 ur 61 ‘dod) y1ed pue “gq-a uoWYsNog yearn 0} (1E61 Ul gzI -dod) 
yied “q'p) 2OOFT 0} portojsues} sem (1£61 ut Sb dod) ‘g’d aseI][IA 9[OoP Jo yzed gf61 uy (f) 
*(8) a30u ‘aAoqe 99g (1) 
‘dO 
ABTA WOOF] 0} (1S61 ur v1 ‘dod) z1ed pue “gq’d u0NG UapfINy 0} (1$61 ut 6oz ‘dod) y1ed “g'a 
Ia}sayd 0} poisejsues dsutoq (1$61 ur SoL‘g dod) z1ed ‘S61 ut paajossip sem “q'*Q 2[00H “dD 
u0}Yysnog 4wary 0} (1£61 ut gz1 ‘dod) z1ed pue *g’< JajsoYy_D 0} porsieysues sem (1£61 ur bor -dod) 
"dA 200PF JO Weg “A 2XOOF{ 0} porsozsues stam (1£61 ur Leb dod) *g’Dd raisayD Aq uojMaN 
pue ‘(1€61 ut Sb ‘dod) ‘g'a o8eIA sTooxy “(161 ut 1b dod) *g’d uoWNS Uapyiny gf61 uy (¥) 
"T'<D se][IA 2JOOFT painyysuo09 
SVM IOpUIvUIOI oY} FOQI UI pUL IQBI UT *q’f~) XJOOF] UI papnyour sem *g’d aOoPy jo weg (8) 





ty 


"d'<d uoveyT wind uoymon 90G_ 69 z9 es gs gt os 6r *su} 
NOLYW’] WA0 NOLMAN 
"d'O Mwy] ‘sporyl 99S 4 0fh 691 oLt ver QzI I€I Sg €c1 SU} ATLLYT ‘STOdIL 
"T'<D Wwaiy ‘spospy 99G 4 LEE +gI oLI ZLt 61 6S1 grit oF1 *su} LVEU ‘STOA]/[ 
"TO 19M ‘Aqiryy 999 4. z6h a4 Str off CAKE ZLi IvI gti su} LSU ‘ASUS 
"d= 2Vs00F] 99S 4608 +99 6gS try g61 VII ool 09 ‘deyo asooy{ 
"d= AqsvaIn 99g) ZLI o61 gsi Ly1 IvI Stz €11 gfZI (jo 31ed) ‘su} AdSvVaU 
‘"d’'9 assuring seg LL £6 Sol Ze1 ber SzI £6 IOI *su} TONVUS) 
"d— Aqyuery sag yOLI LET ger Sz1 FII 99 £6 joL *sU} APUNVU 
‘d= Apieg 29S = ggI Ly1 raat tol Zol 06 g6 <6 *su} ACTYD 
beLl‘z 6So0%~ 1S6‘I Ibg‘t 6gz‘I oFi‘t 1z6 9906 ‘a’V IsdM ‘APU 
SII ger zr €11 III ozI Lz1 +11 TIL ttre eee eecees © (de: 6) w\0. 0 (0) 6) \0) 6) o!'e|0)'6)'8 6.10) ve ele lare ‘a‘b “ry u0}s2Tpoq jo yieg Tea) YaAMO'T ‘NOLYANNIST 
S'q'c As]ION pue 
‘Agjuepy ‘Aossuryy ee p4&S$ o6t %f9F grz €€z Se RIO oe ‘Ab “gy siowepg joureg — — —_— —_ ‘dD GOOMSONIST 
Se ov gs £9 £9 S9 S9 zl vs z9 #35 16 ZL, oL gh oF or sO) Pus 
‘dd a HSUVJ] S ONIN 
369‘ ght‘ qtos‘t I 10‘ ISO‘I FIO'I 9go‘r eile k Loz‘1 Cae) eee © 78) WR ee 6 10 ee 6 ee He 0 ee Se .0 (ei we we) 0 © isle, 9 (e's (eee ‘A’b aa wieyspoly jo yieg ao ATISONIS] 
OSI gr yied [eins 
6E+ £6€ ‘asn 
YommoaTpplAL Ul wed “q'D 
Ts) YOTMO[PPIAL pue 5) uo}IOpuryy 209 6gS IPG tte hCG) OLOMOUC Tee ROR CE CEONCL ORCICACIR OC CRC) 1) Ab ae) YOIMOTPPIAL jo weg ATOPY WAD NOLYAANIS] 
‘010 Gera 
Teperg “gd'9 oem 
“dA YoImappryy 99S) 2zer 62S LSv 9gz ‘d'D NOLYAGNIS] 
gift 6z£ xQee 6+rE oge gse Ize LYE 6zE PC ik ee CIC) . we ee eee cy ‘A‘b Os ee Ainqiso1g jo peg pra) AWN TINHSATLLAY 
“q'D weyuayjamg 20g 6ZI €€r zSi gSt €g1 €g1 eceee je alelie es alleilet es) s)is el e/''6, wie, © 0's) .6) 06 le Wile esac, e hel e.6 0 66 ‘a’b “gry wreyuayjeMs jo ueg ‘d'D WVHONINUES] 


219 


1ohtbh ybro‘Le 


LOr‘or 


gst 
zoo'z 
OSf‘or 


gzs 
tor 


zis 
glor 


‘A'A WrIayON veg 


"TD WeVeH woyyporg aeag 499z‘I 


gt LY es LE 
‘dO pue “gD pesyueyig 32g 

Igz ILI w89 SSr 

gLL°E1 6gf6 = ,L19'9 6L£g* 





gce‘Z 


SLI 
goo‘s 
gzg‘h 


Sos 


Ltr 
Ott 
998 


FFI 
Ie 
+61 
gs 


ISo‘r 


2066'SE 


xzIt‘g 


vLi 
KATE 
16S‘F 


zor 


nQ&I 
ges 
Fgr‘t 


pgit 
6z 


£fz 
LY 
146 


So6‘FE 


Erg‘ 


IIz 


Qz6‘r 


gfe 


Itt 
cer 


889 


IZO‘T 
;OII 


6£1 
6£ 
Sgt 
LE 
$Lg 


ghg‘f€ LOLFE «hzgbE Goo'gf +F1S‘LE oSHSE xIOL'Q€ Pi gbo6e 
Tor€6 c66‘Sor zS€bor EzSbir rz9'€Sx 6b ‘Ez1 6rL‘Lg Ezg‘oL = LES 
Egz‘s 636% Lol*h S66 Sg9'h Ih 69L‘E gS1‘€ gso‘z So€‘z 060‘z gob‘r ZzQ‘I 
tgz Itz ztz 1Sz g6z Riraiie].@. a1re (aceite: eleierie Si ave! miaiaqnre alee Salers: eve @' are) eruvreceecne . ‘a‘b Te pty Ainq3seig jo yeg 
Sirz ¥9O1Z otg‘t I 968 faye ci Tet . Sheija/e: 8! « le ee 6, eivaijat'ws Infitp te! soe le! ay emt ‘ab rT yay ‘quiompng jo qieg 
Iof glz ToT for Gye SO OTA CICI ID IO OCR IC OX OD HCHO CG OO e ODF. OC ‘A’b eR uojapstiys jo yeg 
"fA Aeseyqem 29g 
‘Ab “g'D pue ‘q’S'Q ae3yIeg pur uojsaN UT 
gt gf gz to1 zlt a Ram Maaeies\0) seni val lonre:'~, (eile) Gi fe, elenaiane «oe eich se erverle) 1a, & el alele are ets svere “a‘b aE, yormjueNy jo peg 
TASS zs¢ ggf oIt SS+ S/>) mune) neat 816, biiey Wiel e winiGlels seis eh aletala teers, 4. ein ane ‘ab Ee aS, qeaig ‘yVIompng jo yieg 
6zL gt +6L tte oSg ohGkenuie ‘alia) a (960i rel ele, Miele ete etaie) eheilers ej eterslelelele wielelstacn mine a ¢ “A‘b a af auIOYIsOYy jo yieg 
889 Fos 
o1L‘e ogt‘z 
98g gtg gts sQOE‘e tog‘z % 1. alfa, loca Ne,tes-6 rie, WtG' are rele eae) talie! Si ©)! Gi 0) 1610/6 e elie ia ae lintel “elateite “A‘b Say ureyuaAeq jo yreg 
rr Crr 06 Lr LOT SOP SAS aie eS sine a ie se lave y Sis. ik Wee Ba ale eee eteeese “Ab OF as, yoeqpues jo yeg 
zS1 Ae zg €9 zg Sires ORs Swe vereia ie eee Ww eieivete 1s) M)a' nie ecw Rela! -w lu ckuete mre che eae ceecre “A'Db CaSty u0}saN jo eg 
++ L+ 6+ Sr gtr Sine WTR. S 00) ae 09s 10) eh 6 wie 6 Ble lee) 6.66 ale mlaie 6) 66 bevel isietm as "A‘b SETS) S.P[EMSO 1S jo weg 
SHI +oI Sh zl 89 CS 8 oe 8 Se fea e ele) lee. Be le) fe) eae, Be, © ew siete © 1a e able ba. eie) hie ‘a‘b SEES) propped jo neg 
os 1s ol tg oL RLS 1S, 20's SiGe) S'S rae SNe feleSLuel 6 erein iain le © We a\s alate fe muane se aie ‘ab Se Bae Amqunq’ AA jo neg 
zSg 6+g oSg fog fzg A bel £69 ZzQ gis zis gsr Str 
L6L eoSL S6z 
fce 
6S6°E 
; ott ZQer alule eS sala M.'s. fe /e Ole, eels Gis ea 6 aes a Gibielw isin le ele Bere velnua! Siete ‘ab ay Tequeddern jo peg 
fe gt $€ ee gt 2a 8 Oe See ne Ow = eee le eo ei, \s te ee ees, © a) tee ee ee) ace An ele ee tele "A" a he sedyejy jo peg 
SL og az gL cL Rit 6) ele ie ies fe Rieiele meal ete e eles wm wiele te ateletae mietateie Bie a auere “A‘b cay YOINYIPoo A jo neg 
gs I +91 Fer r61 zQ a ula fur Ss Joma SO) Sse a ee ono Jf! Weipa Wel Juss be fo ES Sas ee otis tie ‘“a‘b nj yeary ‘quompng jo eg 
‘an projsinuyy 225 fot CSE eas Sie 2 tole a ess ewe Simin a) wie tee ie! SUMS RIS ieee Spalelcietnia “a°b Ga ead piojsnuyy jo ueg 
eke] projsmnuyy 22g otz+ S69 aire ee eal ae 1G fm te Cake waa aise en. ink Se Aa Ye JeLiia re. aie te? mw, ree ele aie ie ‘“a‘b sy: projsnuyy jo eg 
Siv‘s ogL‘S CLS 
‘dO NOL eg) «(eLi x491 Itz gfz 0c gtz I1z Soz 
‘dO wouryoO ag = ogz ele oof Egz €gz gtz 6zz ttre 
“d'D F940 ‘psojsnuy 2G = =goz Foz goz Szz Liz 1fz ttz oct 
‘d'D FeqIeN ‘psojsinuy eeg = =L6S‘E Sgr*e ZOES°E = sg SQ IE fz9'e Pa Ae FIle zSo‘z 
‘dD uoixeg 3eg rho 99 “3. LL gt 69° gs 6r 
gots F61't SLE goo‘r 66S‘E SESE SSo%z oLg‘z 
zQ6‘I 
gS 
It*‘z 
gsgit 
gz 
S#S‘9 


‘HD pue “qn Aqury 3saqy pur ayeyfopy aag 


"d'D “6g1 wor 
pue “q's'Q Iggt 
WOI} SG °JA ATAIASTIOOV]A 
aagdaqNnyY ATaMsaDOV|[ 
‘d'D pue -q'n ‘1ggi 
wos} ‘pure ‘q’y WWA’T 
‘d'D ATIGNVY aWA’T 
‘d'D WVIVUD HO0LsoO'T 
AG 
pue ‘Q'AQ FIVGNAGDNO’T 
‘dD NOLFTLLIT 
‘dD aavosrT 
‘dD NOLHDIVT 
‘dO NOLHOIFT 
‘dO FILLY ‘HoI’T 
‘dD HOY ‘HOWT 
yied yeimi 


‘U'S'N yrayoN ur ed 


‘dO HOIMLIT 
‘dO asaa’T 
‘dD WvHsayy] 
‘d'D GIOGMAN vay 
‘dD Gaosmovg-Ad-va'T 
‘dO WaT 
‘dD paz 
“d'V HOunHD ‘NOLMY’T 
o'd'D LAOHLIA\ GYOsHOLY'T 
ued yeinr 
(sour) “g°9 
uoysuLeA\ ur ued 
‘dD GaosdHOLvT 
‘dO NOLwaV’T 
‘dD N¥YOIGNYT 
“d’D SINNEQ HOWT 
‘dD WSAQC ‘auodsLany 
‘dD WaHIAN ‘quodsLany 
fdD pue “q') adodsLany 
su} LIOT, 
‘SU} NOLEATIQ 
“SU} WIAOQ ‘GuoaSLANY 
“SU} HAHIAN “GeossLaANy 
"SU? NOLXAG 
‘dV Taosslany 
“dO TILT ‘stoayy 
‘dD Iveay ‘stosyy 
‘dD Isa “Agar 
‘dO S800H 
(Jo ued) “gD FONVED 
7QS) Ssvt10H 
CNY Isa \\ “Agary 
‘dO Isa “Agary 





¢ ¢ r£6z [£61 rz6r Tr6r ro6r I6gI Iggr TL9T I98I ILQT IF gr TEST IzZg1r IIgi Iogr 


220 


‘queq “parpuny pregueig pue “sity ‘pezpuny iojAeyy ur Aey su p£oosy (q) 
‘do 

PEE “GT PPyssPoz][ 0} periaysuen sem (1261 ut €£$ -dod) -q-a yuiomsen jo1red £61 uy (ze) 
"d-D Amquay oO} perisysuen sem (1£61 ur z -dod) ppeysapoeyy 
jo yred pue “g-J] pleysepoeryy 07 peitsjsuen azom (1£61 ut ofz -dod) -qg-a uodyg pue “(1£61 
ur £of -dod) -q-D uoisuusys4 [, “(1£61 ur zz -dod) -g-a woung “(1£61 ut £1 -dod) -g--a ppeyspmyy 

“(£61 ut IF “dod) “q-D quomsmen “(1£61 ut o -dod) -q-n auo01qryey jo syred g£61 uy (2) 
“(1061 ut £ggF -dod) -qg-p wowng pue (1061 ut F11‘E -dod) -q-a ppeyspmy 

5° “GW PPESPIHI Ur sued ayy epnput o} pepusrxe sem “q°D ppeysspoeyy, F6gi uy (4) 
‘souvy “g's WoIsjooA 07 (1£61 ut + -dod) 11ed 

pue “q’D Uusapsy 0} pelisjsuey sew (1£61 ut z -dod) -q-p ums jo 11ed g£61 pue ££61 uy (=) 
"dD Besypny 03 (1£61 ut z -dod) aed pue -gq-9 

TOEAYIIONT OF paitojsuey sea (1£61 ut 1£g -dod) -q-a wlejery yOoIso7T jo wed g£61 uy (44) 
"S'y-) (1£61 
ur 62 -dod) Aepeyy pue (1£61 ur rgr dod) Aajsranezy yo sured pue “(1£61 ut g£9%z “dod ‘aa 

ajepuspszuoyT ur wremoyy “(1£61 ur 66z‘e -dod) -q’Q) yuomsuroyy wos gf61 pazears (A) 
"dO Tequeddop 

SWOT, Pus “G "JA W4401_ 01 poliojsuey sea (1£61 ut + “dod) -q’a uoiysieyT jo wed g£61 uy (n) 
ioe 

“W' WESAGUON 0} peiiojsuei se (1061 ut 669‘2 -dod) -g’a yoruizjoy jo aed +6g1 uy (3) 
Boe ee Pop an Ss peed a) 2 30cd 

~WeAT, UND UOT 0} pollajsueiy sea (16gI ut 61h -dod) -g-ag yormaqeT jo wed zgegi uy (s) 
‘d'D stuusaq yory o7 (1£61 ut Sz -dod) z1ed pue “ga AajAg 03 (1£61 


Losey = 
ata ("SHEIS) “G' eA0isspry pue “gD wowaey] yomyD Ueamjeq ssuepunoeg ouz S961 uy (d) 
*(@) 08 ‘eaoge eag (0) 
"souRT OF Polzjsueyn 
sea “(1061 ur Zgy pue £gi Ajaansdadsai -dod) s‘q-a uoqjddy pue mnoyz A PrIoyqoIey jo syed 
epnpour 03 pepuaixe “qd proyyoiw’y] g6gi ul pue “q°D Pioyyowy jo wed [ems 2y2 Wor psyea 
Sea “qd MoE Prloyyoywy] F6gi uj “gggi url ‘souey jo ‘oo “urupe su ur Ae ~g-a pIO;IeT_ jc 
SOF, “dD PrloyyoieyT 0} petiaysuen sea (i6gi ut z -dod) -q-a wou Jo ted Fggi Uy (UB) 
“(2£61 ut Sz -dod) -q-a esse] jo ted pue 
(2£61 ut £1 “dod) -g’a aseuer_ Jo yred apnypour 0} pspuerxe sem “qa sTuUeq YOR] gf61 uy (mH) 
"(2ggi ut 61 pue ‘LE ‘g ‘17 Afeanoadsarz -dod) sq 
TEY42N pue “pe[qnig ‘seysitg “es[n}] @pnpul o} pepuaixe seas “q’D stuuaq] Yow] z6gt uy (]) 
*(1£61 ul gS -dod) -q-a Yo, jo wed pue “(161 ut grt -dod) -q-a tonadng Aajqe j, yo red “(161 ut 
giz ‘dod) "g’D Uoryxeg jo red epnppur 02 pepusixs sea “g’a pue “q’A projsinuy gf61 uy (4) 
"(1061 ur z69‘F 
pue og Ajaanzedsai -dod) piojsynuyy JoyjeNy pue IaAQ Jo uoMM eu uloT S6gr pozeary (f) 
“*piojsjnuy I2AQ jo ey} se pauinjor A[SuUOIM SEM PIOJsINUy IeyIeN Jo “dod oui +g uy (1) 
"(1061 ut FSF pue ‘1zg ‘ofg‘z 
‘toL‘z ‘£1 Ajaatoaedsaz *dod) Aqiry 3saA4q pue ‘soapy 1eIyD ‘sjoeyy apy ‘esoozy ‘eSuery jo red 
>" Aqiry 3saqq pue eyR[AOP{ UI S'g’_ SULMOT[OJ sy1 Woy pszeerd sem “g°- AGiPy 3Sa4\ pue 
oqejAoy F6gi uy “L6g1 Ul “g’D pues “G’¢ Aqily 3seA\y pue oye[AOP] poureusr f16gI pazearg (y) 


SS. — 


"d'D Ysnoyohny 39g g/t tz 61 of SE gf of 61 “SU} HOQNOHOA MA 
"TD purer 99g ILI £61 foz otz Sgz Foz ggI ogI SU} GNYTSIM\ 
‘d= Ae]puuy wins weysurysny, seg ,oLz $ze Sre ozt gzt £gz giz +61 *"SU} ATIGNTES) 

WAS WYHONIHSO J, 

"d'D uorya0Ig eeg:S Ez Lz 1£ 1f of Ze gz fz “SU} NOLHOOLS 

*d'D UOLH2EAGQ 39S QI Lol Zz1 oIl III IOI IOI £6 “SU} NOLYZAQ 

"dD 2Pse2pi[g 329g SII oor gor $6 gé £6 +6 Loz *SU} HILSVOCIO 

"d= sedjeyy Aq uowmany sag zz £z If 61 LI gi gI €z “SU} S¥dTVJ[ Ad NOLMAN 

"dD sedjeyyy 29g 4296 LEo‘r FSo'r ZZO'1 toot LEU gf6 906 SU} SYCIV][ 

"d'<=D usjsoryy 20G)=— gS LY 6s gs gt gr $S gr "SU} NASAOVIAL 

‘d'<D uoryiey seg «SE S€ $s es ad 09 +9 os “su} NOLHUY’T 

"d= uoiduezyy vag:SCOLE ZEE 60£ 062 eLz Loz o61 6S1 *sU} NOLAWY}] 

"dD uoyesy 99g CII S3I Lz evi FII Sir III €or “su} NOLYADY 

"dD epA 2G = zgz oLlz £9z ELE o1f g6z glz 9g9z *su) dDaq 

‘d= uoiwuryong 99g («OS 98 1g Sg 98 Ig Ske 19 *su} NOLONTSONG 

"d= uouIppng 22g (062 ggz ZQz ore ogz Lye Sez ber “su? NOLONIGaaAd 

*d’'D uoystoyg s2g «Sor £11 Z£1 OSI SSr ZI +6 +6 “su] NOLTHOHD 

*d'= Agjepuourjoyn seg = z6z got 692 ogz Zle L6z 1Sz zZ6z *sU} ATTAGNOWIOHZ 

"dD MOTPTyD 29g (Oz gi ZI ZI SI SI ZI Li *su} MOTGIHD 

‘d= Aspeyng 20g «O61 g61 L61 o61 Sgr gli Sor gr *su} AATaAWING 

"d'—D uorxoig 2999 4zz9g gts €1s tor Sy ZSt Ife SLz su} NOLXOUg 

‘d'= Ae[peig 90g ,f£1 oll Sz 66 S6 gt £9 LL "sul ATTAvag 

"d'< Aepprg seg §6= HOE L6E Lor 6gh ISh 1f+ 61+ Sty *sU} AATHOIG 

‘d= uoveyorg sag) LLE 6LE got 10+ ELe olf got oLz *su] NOLYAMOIG 

"d'2Q uepsy 22G- ZOI oll gé L6 tol Zel ool 06 *su} NAGOYW 
ZITeS €gi‘S 69z‘S riz‘ Leis Li6b geer oLt‘b q(JO Hed) ‘q’y S¥dIVIN 
c6 gL cae) S9 zs SF Sr Ly c4e) a ene nee Sp) @ ee) Vu 60 016) 6 6 ia 0 es “A“b arclas sedjeyy jo peg Se ia NaaROVIAL 
6L g6 ZZI1 CzI 991 IgI zli Lgr Loz 2 nee ene . Cicer Ce V9 (0) 0 ae 6-6) Kise 6 eRe 8 One sae . *“a°b EA: Aimqisoig jo peg elie) Lsauoa ATg1aSAIOOVIN, 
ore‘ge IS€€e £661 91°61 ShotLr gzo‘gt SLL‘S1 6zf‘L1 6gS‘L1 “GU AalsaTIOOVIL 

ogo‘S = SQ ES (jo Hed) “g’D NOLLAS 

Log‘Lz 619'gz ‘dD Cialsr Dov 

zezé =o ESE (Jo pred) "g’D aTalasaunyy 


221 


grz 10f bze gsz Zgz €fz Szz eLz 99z 
$g36‘r 199‘ 
€gz‘1r Set 
6th £6€ 
grg‘l £98°9 uQtL‘g gsr‘s Sn Ay 606% 699‘F goL‘E 6LE‘E 
‘d'D Aa|spjoquit, 99g 
"d'=D eavayy 99g 
‘dD wong veg 
‘dD PEIGMS 29S 
‘dD uoysoidg 30g 
‘d'D Yorosusary 99g 
“dD 9U03s9]99Q 99g 
“dD women 9aG 
‘dD suieg umd Mosivqsa1o0yy 90g 
‘dD uours, [[NYysurIPAy 909 
‘dD UWIMTPPIAL 99g 
‘dD (uopropury 46g wror7) owN_Y umd uoVIapUly 99G 
*d'—D UoIKOI_ veg 
GUO EAMIO) SEIS, 
‘dD AeiAg 20g 
oSg 199 £S9 6LE bor Lot Ley 10+ Zisi 
"W'A Aqiryy 38944 pue oyepAoF] 99g z96‘T gz6 
“dT Aqiry 3seA, pue ayepAoP] 99g Sb zor 
‘aN 
espliq4yeig pue “q'Q 
ayepuspsuo’y “gJA PPA] 

“GIA preyguryng 2eg/ -gret tlz 69z g61 PL Soz 
6gS SgL 18h L6S 909 gé6s 6+rS 909 S69 
Sfz gtz Lz 6bz fgz ZQz 692 062 got 

Sd) I 
“‘piojieM pur yeqyepy vosS 97g ££9 xr eS the eee 89z 
ogi ELT Lot SE OSS E et ELE SNS) PAC [ECO Le Ee ge DT SR) © Bist evinl es) Slo eine. eee 6: (@i'piia! as, eel edie toe 
gLs £69 6zL ofS LLL Log gLg 3196 696 
Sgg‘tz oof‘gt ,€Lo‘€r 6gf‘L 3099 Egh‘g S6S‘S bret levy 
aes g6 acOr IOI S11 E12 for Sor gzI 
pglz glz 16Z ZQe 66z LIE Lis obt grt 
caps brs ozl LE th 1S 19 9S gz 
“d'= Aimqion 90g 
‘d'—D Aafstond umo Ainqueyy vag 
90g gol 9£6L gst Qze Lze Sof g6z got 
fgz4 Sort tto'b ggh'r 
£641 O1f't 61z'T IOL‘I 60 gg 6f1'T toi‘ 6£6 








IZ6r 






rg6r r6r r&6r I0o6l 69r  rggr 


© ADS EOE Lt OE OSS a Me lM eas) we One Lee 6 88) AEA Boe oe ww Oe ‘A'b “gy eursyIsoy Jo peg 


bl 66 98 gor Zol IZI 671 gor 
PSI QrI oF1 161 g61 LLY If€1 671 
ge gz fz ge gl Ze gz of 
ge Ly L9 iL 99 tg vs 39 
gsi £91 gst IL1 gel gti FrI oSt 
S€ Ze oI a gi gz 4 €1 
+6 OIl LI1 £6 £6 +6 98 Sg 
xOELT L891 ooS*t ZIS*T 6r9‘T o7S‘I 10Z‘I £+6 
IZ 6 Sz gt Sz Sz eke Lz 
o6€ zor SLE fob Sgt 6be SSz LSE 
€ge‘1 £o7‘1 Siem Zber Sze‘r eiligoe Zler o61‘T 
Sor LLY oSb sss S6r 69+ 6th tor 
St gb 6+ gt 5 zs ss SP 
SQI £61 SSr LII €z1 6z QII ZOl 
StI bz OIl 6b1 €z1 ZEI SE Of! 
jO76'F ZSL'y gor'r SsL‘y y4Qh¥ ost gto'r OLL‘E 
OLS eo eee o\e S/-0)6'1a. 1.6) 0 0. (9, 7660, e)\6,"6 . CMCC St ie TW Reo ] . “a‘b ela aUTIYISOY jo peg 
oad ONO HN tt at eres le aisle elm. ele ne oa oa eae "A’b seca ISOM ‘AQATS] jo peg 
oe 0) ae \6\@ . S),4| 00 6:.6 0), 6 . . Sire pts) 6S eee, 6 C7. e7 8) 0 'e) a, @ *A’bD cde) SIM ‘AQIS jo peg 
Or . see Lert . ve nite 6) 8) Cpt) . ‘A'b dia a[epuspsuo’T ur wWIeI}OTAy jo peg 
O70, eel sesh: wipe ee . .* Pi mie) (ees) a6 CNC OEC tet I Jat Jac) CRON tl pre) “A‘b “av 27e597TY jo eg 
Fa Ae Oe ee lee . . CCE NC rT bet Sa Wa nn eT eee eee . eae “A‘b daw Ainq3soig jo yieg 
ee ee eee ene oe Bieta, (a aloo: a (eles: 6/6) e elle «6/6 is) is Ceevecove "A'D Sev dUIIYISOY jo yieg 
4:10 '@ (0) 0/60) @)\8' 6)6)\e) © sea. ‘a‘'b elie) ployie uno [eyueyy pue oe hai JUIOYISOY jo peg 
. ete Creve ore) x oe . sae “- DIS 6) 6. 0. 0.0 6/6 eB he +. “Acb PAG yesiy ‘Yyiompng jo peg 
se eee SOE es SEs PCS) 0) Chel p: «iPr. Se Sie 6 iele slat sere. 6 lela scene le relate! alaiey oun ‘A’b eas yi0dy901¢ jo peg 
. a Cire.) a) @: 16 ey © ata. oe . . . . . . Cit a * “A*b crcl Ss AlvyAy WE jo peg 
ed (92. 6)h@).@) mile la) (es raulelie Gio eLsile: 410 ‘elles sm 10) 8 (616 . 9) SAduetiene: ‘A‘b deus AInqieyAy jo yieg 
CO hy eC OT uC MIG tan eis), ellele oh’: ey . ‘a‘b oa NG] yearn ‘yyompng jo yeg 
LLE ZOE fob 10+ gor gtr Lge off 
Igt Lge Sse Ege for S6E 16€ ZLe 
gsZ 6LL gsZ $gl 11g ££Q gLL zZoLl 


‘A’b “gy wreyspory jo eg 







IL9T 


IQ8I IS 9r If ST TEST IZ9I IIgI IOgt 
[—- a 


‘dO 


‘dD NOLONITTIY 
(Jo z1ed) ‘g’d NOLMAN 
‘dO HOIMAtTadIpy 
(Jo ed) “qa 
AWTOY WO0 NOLYAGNIST 
u'd’D ‘f6g1 woz 
‘pue ‘q'S'f) HOIMATAaIPy 
*SU} ATISTIOGNIM, 
SU} UAAVA MA, 
*su} NOLLAS 
*su} HOVTANLG 
*su} NOLSOUdS 
*SU} LAIOMOSNAAV YY 
*sU} ANOLSTIONQ 
*su} NOLMAN 
*‘su) aWUY 
WD MOUUVASAMOOTAL 
*SU} NONUAA TIOHSNIJAT 
*su} HOIMA TACIT 
su} ANTON} 
WOO NOLYAGNIST 
‘su} NOLXOUD 
*su} FAITC 
“SU} ATTA 
‘dV HoIMatadlyy 
‘dD Taal 
‘dD ATLL ‘stoayy 
‘dD LvaEy ‘stoayy 


"d'<— AITILVIN 
"dD NOLUVIL 
"d= NOLUVI 


'd'D TIoTaV A 
WAS TIVHLUV][ 
‘dD TIVELY] 
‘d'D NOLSUYAL 
‘dD pue ‘q'p alauvyy 
AHOV’T WOOD NOLSTAV]AT 
‘dD AFISIOND 
WOOD AUNEUV]T 
‘dD AunaUvyy 
“SU} AUNGYON 
“su} AATSIOND 
WAS ANNUAL 
‘dV AUNaUV][ 
‘dD ATINV][ 
"AU SVdIV]Ay 
‘d'D SVd IVI 








222 


‘dO UONOP] OF porrojsuvsy sem (1£61 ur € ‘dod) ‘g'D yooisog jo yaed g£61 uy (x) 

‘(1£61 ur zg ‘dod) gq'D uojMaNy apnypour 0} papuayxe sem MoIpUY "IG WRIWOJA, Q£6r UT (M) 

Sgr ul $HL‘T 0} poqyoar109 sem oInsy sty, (A) 
“UOISOTA, POWUVU *"q°d) MoU B ULIOF 

07 pourof a1am (1961 ur 60€ ‘dod) *g'D u07a,7, pue (1961 ut bL1 ‘dod) ‘g'g uo 0461 uy (n) 
“dO pue ‘gq’ Aoseyye Ay Ul popnypour sea “g'D UOJIOY Qz6I UT “(IZ61 UI g 
‘dod) -q’°D atssepy [[eysneg jo z1ed opnyour 0} popusjxe sem “g's UOJOIO|, puke “g'd U0JIIOI[ 

0} pottossuesy atom (1z61 ur zfx dod) "gD Aqaryy ysa\4 pue oyvAoF] Jo szred S16r uz (3) 

‘d') UtoounyY 0} pattojsues) sem *q°Q as1oojy Jo zed Lg6r uy (s) 

‘(soue’T) ‘g°D YoU 0} postoysuvsy sem (1£61 ur £z “dod) -g'>d a100]j Jo yaed €£61 uy (4) 
“(1f61 ul $1 

‘dod) q’°O [[eaqeip wns uooryg jo zed opnyour 0} popuazxa sem *g’d UOuTTOW 961 uy (b) 
(1061 ul th pue 

88I ApoAnjoadsar “dod) ‘sg’ uo WuUTTOPA] 9p3317J pue yoy Jo uorun oy} wory 1061 payearsg (d) 
*(1£61 

ur gt ‘dod) *g*D projaeAy wary Jo y1ed opnyour 0} popuayxa sem *g'd AopIoqqoy g£61 UT (0) 
*(1£61 ur 62 ‘dod) *g’g uoyepury jo y1ed pure (1£61 ut 

oz ‘dod) *q°Q uonay, Jo qed opnjour 0} popusrxe sem *g’D pue *q'A YOIMeIppIy[ 9£6r UT (u) 
“A'D 2? YA oaTsua}x9-09 sUTeD9q SNYI YSIYM *gG’D YOIMe|ppIyA] 0 poppe 
a19M 9soy} FOI Uy “(1061 ut zg ‘dod) -g'g swWyNFY wind uOJIOpury pue (1061 ul zZg‘z “dod) 
‘d'D Yo§MoN jo syed opnpour 0} pepusyxe sem "" YIMeTpprp, £681 Uy ‘s'g’g oWN_T wd 






















Sgo’z CHAE MIE Ozer £6z‘1 OIzZ‘I Foo‘! Cp1‘r (gaereat sealers fetes: 9 < 
9g9z Mb fee ogz +61 €g1 Lot zl gg gr nSOGG OCIS 
S99 8z9 40S thr LOE Qge gge Igt Sots a sgciees's 90 
‘do 
pure ‘q'Q xFepuspsuoy veg gfg‘z £g9°e 6FOSE gz1‘e oLze AIO Dil MOcno GC ocacicG 





UOVIOpUTyT puv UOJMON Jo syed pue “g’d YOIMppIT JO paysisuoo *q’AQ YOIMa[ppryy (Ww) 
“YSIM9TPPIAI OFUT popus}xe 
nq ‘q°V yorqpurg ur Ayoryo sem YyoryM *su} osoo’T7 Fo sjuvziqeyur Sg pepnyour [e107 sty qT, (7) 
“SQL*h se udAIs A[SUOIM SEM “A'V YOMOTpPpPrIYAL TOF [e303 oy} IEgI uy (4) 
“GIN MSpriqdyeig 03 (161 
ut Zhi -dod) y1ed pure “qq a[epuspsuoT oj (1£61 ur 62 ‘dod) yaed “gy apAy 0} (1£61 ut L6 
‘dod) yaed “gy preyuryng o} pettojysuvi sureq (1£61 ur SZ -dod) y1ed ‘9f61 paajossiq, (f) 
*“(1£61 ut F dod) ‘g-d 10AGQ 
Jo yred apnyour 0} popuazxe sem *g°d uoVIePAY pur “g'o a1oUTyVQ pue ‘gq°d pur -q'~ prOjsurAA, 
0} poltojsuvs} o10M (If6I ul OI pue 16 Apoatoodsar ‘dod) ‘q’Q uozePy Jo szied g£61 uy (1) 
Keb @) 
PIOFIVEM OPT pue “q’D [[eyreY OUT popralp sem *q’D pslojaeMA uso [eye 1861 uy (y) 
‘dD WeYSUIM 0} pottoysuvs} sem (16grI ul gr ‘dod) ‘q'D uoysIePy Jo yaed 6ger uy (3) 
‘dD pure -q'y edieyy 0} porsogsuesy oram (1£6r ur z14‘1 *dod) (-q19q) “g'd IOTPW 
jo pure (1£61 ur gz6‘1 dod) (-q1aq) ‘g’D YAoMpn’yT Jo sJoym oy} pue “(1£61 ur 1S dod) ‘d'<d pue 
‘QO Teywrerg pu saorg jezey jo yred “(1£61 ur or dod) -q-g Amaqperg jo z1ed g£61 uy (F) 
‘d’D pure gO 
Toysoy 0} portojsuvsy sem (161 ur rh ‘dod) ‘g’g ayoey] wind uojspreyy Jo qed g£61 uy (2) 
‘d= Aefstongd umo 
AinqivjAy 0} porsioysues sem (1961 ut § ‘dod) (‘dojes) -q:n yomnyoyy AA Fo zed Sg6r uy (p) 
‘dD Avypurypyy 07 porsaysuvsy sem (1£61 ut zgh ‘dod) ‘g*Q poomssury jo zed gf6r uy (2) 





‘Ab “gy weyuoarq jo yieg ‘dD NOLTINO[T 
2 SAD o-yv WATE Ty jouer ‘dO HLYOMSATNOJT 
“Ab “gry Ainqseig jo Weg ‘q’O MAYINY “LS WVELLOy 


‘Ab “gry aepuepsuo7T ur wesjj0J\] Jo y1eg ‘q'Q pure ‘g’d aAlvaNaa 
-DSNO'T NI WVULLOJ 


dO astmqury, seg «= SIL*e |g 16 hz Lzo't Rolex Ars OZ9‘T ogS‘I ght‘ IZO‘I *SU} ATLSIMINLT, 
"d— Aopkeig 99g yggl‘s Lg1‘9 6LS‘F S0O6‘E —s_- yoo bbz 609‘ vor SSo‘r *SU} ATIAVLG 
"d'D uoymaNT 99G  S6z‘Qg Sy ob bg 1gh‘Z %10S°L = L66S OS 1% SPP I Soo‘r *su} NOLMAN, 
‘aN pur ‘gD FepuepsuoT ut wesjjo0py 99g 406S$‘z gor‘e 6ore ylbee = ybhi‘e bro‘ gbrt gr6 *SU} TIVONUCONO’T 
NI WYULLOJ[ 
"d= Aopeyy 209 «= Loz 1fz (Asics 1SZ ZQz bze DLS Sez *su} ATILV]|[ 
‘d'n pure ‘g’d YNomsurjoyy 99g = ogz‘z Sis1°% Lyte yzio% y00L't C6E'r 6g0‘T o16 *SU} HLYOMONITIOPY 
‘d= Aafstonep veg «= gdz yooh L6+ yO19 LLY €9S ely SSY *SU} ATISUALLV] 
‘d= Agpoy 99g zzz‘I ~SQI'T Seer x OO ET 9£9 iS ISh oLlz *su} ATIGOH 
ELESIZ Sor‘zz HSE‘Ez Siz‘1z geS‘St ggo‘ol S99°Z 6+6‘S ‘dV FIVAGNAGONO'T 
NI WVULLOJ[ 
nlzb 3) u0}}9,J, 29g $€1 gti SHr €L1 €Qr ogl MO How Gos O16 Ceacorcncnrs 6 Conc Carica ever tie pike ‘“A‘b Coa wey surUIe \\ JO yivg dso) NOLSOJAL 
S6+ Ess oS ¥18 LE €s 1S 6+ 61 OO) Sie OTS) FLO ERS eL/ara ce).6 OKs: (8 0 St Kel elem ek eS) \9) +e) 16, di iu) 6 \e\ele)-Ohet 2 .6).6170 616 ‘Ab “GV S AIRIAL “IG Jo Jeg ‘dO NOLSOJT 
gz Loz g61 ofl VEIL ram t Jenne gol LXE CONC uC t) o- O10: 10) & le oe . . see eee . ee ed *A‘b alas Ainqisy jo weg RS) MOTINNOTY 
WD NOLINOJL 
ERS) pue TEED Aasvyye A 99S 3% 020'F ol6 L6S tot tz+ © Shel eke ©) aie: © nm 60, seee tee oe ee ed ‘A'b “Iv uoyspig jo weg aS) NOLAUOTAT 
5) uojsordg 209 Lz aie sel lsie yd . ese Sixelfolislisilelisiieiialel/ ome \aleliel's falreNe:leviavesite ce eeee ‘aA‘b ai YSIMO[PPIAL jo peg rT) aU 
WN MOWAVASTAOOPY 
s£09 $79 r6r 19t Eor ott gor gzs Q6e WOOO GUO Df old o ced @(¢ (6/0 6686 61.6 0 Oo Fy ee eer ey oe ‘A'b ea u1OOUN YT jo eg kD) aXOO]I 
ic) u0\sUTTOy\ 995 $zz LEz (COO Dy Osc) IO OO SreNel's febavle\olieiee"6)is),6 ke ieins’-w\lvuelie ey (p isiie:ie\'e ne “ab SCANT proyyoug jo eg RS) LVaay ‘NOLONITIOJL 
‘d'<D uo uTTOYI 909 €s¢ 1S ny eyiajYerce\ ere re) n! elie)ieltaini e358) 16 Cee wesc ORO eNO. D Capi mary ‘AD “gy SAreyAl “3G JO Meg ‘q'D TISVNVG NOLONITIOJ[ 
ES 1gh poce gtt zZSzZ gtz (Aw A Sle) eG) 8) Oe e) 8! D>) aed. '& -a."e 1678) a) 6. ey 6.\G'8) 16) @, 0) ee 818 . Ss) 68s) 661.6. Brel @ . 6)e/ ee) (e) #8) 4)16) 8) 6) @1b ee ‘A‘b claw plopyppeg jo peg ade) NOLONITIOJ 
gzS‘z SOcicu clot SEL*Y oSS‘t gor‘ eSeer ZOeT covir 4 16€‘T Sb7‘r Scar CLE TLE% lop ans ZSTET £66 ‘d'D pure ‘gy AgTugagojy 
the gbz Loz Hee c6z QRZ ZoL 6££ 6zF a 95 @, 15: (0)<9) 6) je: (0:09) fe) 16) 0 (0)\0: a) )\e: 6.58; 6) (e) 0 fe) a\ e| 6) (ea ese 60 8 6 “A'b aa YOIMa[PpIAL jo weg cal) NONUA A. TIOHSNIJ[ 
Sgz ort Lre Sgz ZQz vie gie Ize LLE 16€ ZOE ogt Lor gor ges gsz Lib ‘d'< pue 


‘dV HOUMNHD “TIOHSNIJT 


223 


224. 





ZI ne 6 £1 Li SI 61 Li gi Spe ae hey ; veeees AD “ay sede joweg  ‘d'dD SvdIvJA[ Ad NOLMAN 
"d= Asjssury 99g zh Igt wie of1 gol 611 pan te ed Hest Vanes ‘AD “gy weysporg jo Weg *g’d WVHSdOU Ad NOLMAN 
Ee) Ainqsoieq 23g 6L1 ZZI ogi 691 Ser 6g1 . . OOM Pe aK SC Ni Sa Ya RI Jac Ma iat Sa my fas at ‘A‘b Pa u1OOUNY jo peg “do 
AUNASAUVC, AM NOLMANT 
IGE SICOr: 
pue a5) Jajsayg 399 yl Qs‘Z Lg‘ %Z5Q°I ggz‘I LoS ggz sewer . . Cee tes La Sa a Sie Se Jee gat oa UM set Sat Sit Yas ORC dil DS) ‘a‘b ara S.P[BMsO 1S jo peg cae) uaLsdHd AG NOLMAN 
‘TO 
MoIpuy 49 UWIeIOPAL 22g zg z9 th 9g cs gl oauhawelions Uotatel wisantelelsNetalisltalins sis eieflsiisuat ieee sieve) elie ousetel sista ieleiave “ab Co ey Amqisoig jo weg orc) NOLMAIN 
‘ab “GIN epéAH uy "dO NOLMAN 
Sgt I0€ qied yein4 
$g6‘I = 199‘ ‘wb oasa 
YOrMaTppHAL ur ped 
Sica) YOIMOTPPIAL pue uo}IOpUTyy 229 369f‘e ZQ6‘I COR RC RCE ORC 5 (01 6.4, \0\ ere) 61(8:0 10 6 6116) 80:6 10] (0)6..0).6,,06\ 0-18 (0.6169. CC.) oY Co DAE YOIMOTPPIAL jo eg ARS) NOLMANT 
FD) sTuuacq] yor'T 399 61 0.5.6) Bh6 616 (GAB) 6/08 160) 660) 8) 6 670) 0161.6 .0 018) 8) 86, 6168) 6.6 6:0 6\8\'4' 6's. d.01 68 "A°D a weyUsAR(y jo yieg “At TIVHMIN 
Ltg zlo ozl St9 fol Fol gil vEL ZL ee Se Bas Sasa Cn) sate ae Seve siae 5 nas ‘a‘b ‘s‘g'y Ainquoaij, pue wolpny jo eg ‘dD TIVHMAN 
oss S6S yr9S ILS +SS Lzs £6S gog Mays CaO ODDO Suan Go od GKO oN Oo ROE ODO Da soos Sono O6 ‘ab “gry Ainqisy jo ueg ‘q'- AUNGISy GTOaMaN 
eclie) yog aIIWIST][ A 22S Iz yO7ZE re jae. o\(w'6 \aie, 6! heCaa/ie (a'<el-0 0) @) ¥N6..6\66)\p) (ee buelv) eas, 6) 6.8 as) elekyeitobliee sie o “A‘b Soret ureyaseq jo peg ia) TOOduaH LAN, 
‘Ab “g'g puke “‘q'S’Q eesyIeg pue UOISeNy UT ‘d'O FILL] ‘NOLSANT 
‘AD “gd puke ‘G'S'Q sesyIeVg pure uojsoN UT ‘d'= Lvay ‘NOLSAN 
ac10'I Lzo‘1 ‘D'— FILLY ‘NOLSAN, 
otz‘z 611‘z "d'< Lyvay ‘NOLSaN 
Sze 6Sz ‘dd NOLHDIFT 
"A'A uosaN 9ag gL9‘S = SOI'S = QOS“ HSH CLLS'E — SobE p'd'D “F6g1 
wo ‘pue "q's" 
aLVOMUVG ANY NOLSAN 
gSh 1 "dO NOLSYTIIA\ 
Soo'L ‘do 
aLVOMUVG WD NOLSAN 
96s ‘dD SSaN 
£99 "dO NoLang 
6Lg‘91 Sgg‘tr gzl‘6 od’ NOLSAN 
“d'D UOyseTIIM 999 yL6E off LIE Zee glz 19z IQI g6r *sU] NOLSVTTIAA, 
‘d'D YysnoyY uojwr0yy, 99G 4 67h Ore tor goz tI toz 6L1 SgI *su} HONOFT NOLNUOH J, 
"d= Aqey 20g |= Ezz Fiz S61 o61 Sgi Str ost 1€1 *sU} AGVY 
‘dO WHY ‘uoisaN seg = z9g ogs 11S gtr Ziv gif etz $Sz *sU] TILLY ‘NOLSAN 
"d'D Wary ‘uoIsaN 99g) S QT FoL‘t bzS‘t 10L‘I gfo‘I gir 1 Zeer gtr *su} LYN ‘NOLSAN 
‘d'D SsoN 99S FFE x9PE tS Sob ogr t6E zor LYE *SU} SSHNT 
‘d'S': aesyIeg puke uojsaN aag_ = FEE £gf 61€ PLE eee tot Lgz 9g9z *su} NOLHOII’T 
"d'D wreyspsyT 22g (6g £6 +6 1g of FL SL gs *sU} IWVHSda’T 
vee 6to'r ghs‘e 6og‘E QIS‘e giz‘ 606‘z 106‘Z “d'V NOLSIN 
carn u0}SaN 2ag zs Lzs 1S+t cce $O¢ gL& Sis viele eee eels n),8' a vilexe lee 6 wie a) 0,» 'b) uile. obits, ee euBGaih. S16) bis te) wie eumiie ene ‘ab Say w0SONy jo preg i) SSaNv 
€gg'r I gttfor qf ts‘g Sor g6z'L Sigh zeLlil zit L COFSL tee ee eee ee ee eee ee ee ee ee ee eee eee eens “a‘b SRA YIMjuRN Jo Weg “g’d pue ‘q's’ HOIMINWN 
elOo'FE gb6L‘Le fEfg'Le gzg‘gz S10'Sz S66‘bze LOr1‘fz Sz6‘q9z Lio‘Lz “G'Y HOIMLNYN, 
ziz‘zt =6S9‘LP 1€€*ez ggs‘6r LEQ‘L1 aayu¥aqNoy{ HOIMINVNT 
“dD poomuryspoo,yy vag = SL S gt oF *SU} COOMNYLSTOO AA 
‘T'O UOT 99G gtZe eco LRT 8 FEO ee se eee zd V¥ AmqunqgAA\ 39S (JO J7ed) “su NOLSYTTIA\ 
‘d'A pue *g’dD yormjyueN 39g 4 £49‘9 199‘F 666‘ Ege *SU} HOIMLNVN 
‘dO uowysiey sag ~=aIbe oLz gst 00% *su} NOLHOIA’T 
‘d'=D uojseapy seg) Ez LE ce II *su} NOLSVATY 
bezL KELO'S gtz'+ biLsé "dV HOIMLNYN 
TZ61I IT96r Tf61 FEOI Tz6I II6r IO6r T69r IS9gr TL9I IQ9r Izg1 IIg1 IOgr 


SS en 


*“(1£6r at 1z ‘dod) ‘g’d wey 
-Y901G OpNnpoUT 0} popudsrxa seM *gq’D UOWON ‘q'D YOorg uojsarg 0} pue "q°D pue “qf wroouny 
0} portiojsuet] arom (1£61 ur zh pue € AjeaNoodsar -dod) *q°p UoWON jo sjied gf61 uy (3) 
(16g ut 61h ‘dod) ‘g'd YoraajoT Jo zed opnyour 
0} popuayxa sea ‘g'd SYOOIquIVM], WIND UOYI MA PV Soyshivg peprarq oy} Jopun zggr uy (Ss) 
*(S) aJ0u ‘MoTIq 9ag (4) 
(1861 ut 149‘2 ‘dod) s'g’d Yors}VY AA pur ‘yBoYypNYy 
‘proyyiepy ‘ueyuoaRG jo sjied opnjour 0} popuse}xe sem “q°D pure “Cf YOIMY WON ss6r uy (b) 
*(1£61 ul Fgz‘I pue 1£g AjaAtjoodsar ‘dod) s*q°D Wo SUTUUT A 
pure wieyersg) y90}so'T Jo syred apnypour 0} popuajxe sem *q*D pue “G' YOMmyYHON gf61 uy (d) 
*QATSUI}X9-OD JUTBIIG SNY} HW YOIYA YHA 
“q'S'Q ey} UI s*g’<d jo syed pue s‘g’d J0y}0 ay} BpNfour 0} pepuds}xo sem "q’D YOIMYVION F6gr 
U] ‘d'd syoorquiem y, Wind 0A pue “Ied) “g'D uo\sutuuIM “gO yormyuyoNy ‘Qred) ‘gD 
yormyeT “Gaed) gD propeH “dD WIM ON epseQ pastiduros “'S') YIMYHON (0) 
‘TV Wody90}g Jopun pournjer sem *su} UopudyIION, I1gr uy (U) 
“AjoAtjoadser 679 puv gbhg UIEq DALY 0} SNSUBD ISgI 9Y} UT po}eUT}sa 
sta steak asoy} UT S[[eyIIq UIOYyIION Jo ‘dod ayy, ‘q°y Wodys01g Jopun poassjua useq savy Aayi 
pur ‘roy}930} paurnjor a19M sTpoyoig Wodyooyg pue s[jeyoy UsIoYyON IIgr pue rogr uy (Ww) 
‘q’y UopMog Ur pazenzis Agaryo sem yorym ‘Aag~nseg Jo syuvyqeyur FE sopnyour jey07 sty Ty, (1) 
"d'<= APION 0} porttojsuvsy o19M 
(1£61 ut gz ‘dod) ‘gg poomssury pue (1£61 ur Ez dod) ‘q’D Aojssury jo sjied gf6r uy QD) 
“C'c- Aa[sBuryy 0} porsraysuesy sem (16g ut g dod) Aopion jo yaed rggr uy (f) 
‘puey suey, ON 
se UMOUY ‘g’d’q JOULIOJ B ApNpoUr 0} pres seM (‘q19q) ANY pure “Gjos19AQ ‘esurOY,], ‘preg 


Jo ‘su} oy} ILQI UT “IgZI Joe £0 ISgI aIOJaq pu] suRIA[ ON JOJ epeuT sem UIN}2I ON (1) 


"d'A 2Foopy 03 (1£61 ur Lby ‘dod) oO 


yred pure ‘g’d Jo}sayD 0} possojsuvyy Buroq (1£61 ur E1‘e ‘dod) z1ed “gf61 paafossiq (Y) 
"d'D YrMopprAL_oyur jnd 
sem (1061 ut zL¢g‘z ‘dod) sopureuras oy} pur *g’D UOJIapULy] 07 postojysuvsy sea (LOOT ur S61 ‘dod) 
*G'-D wowMoN Jo ted FOQI UT “g’d WOING opNyoUT 07 popuszxe sem “gq°D) UOWMEN TOI UT (8) 
id) PUES IN: 
U0}2[3UOD 0} passoysuesy sem (1£61 ur Sz “dod) -g'g Ainqisy pjoqMeN Jo y1ed gf61 uy (¥) 
"d= Aqey 0} posteysuvsy sem 
(16g1 ut Lg ‘dod) ‘ga uosaN ep] fo wed 6ggi uy “joW soysieg Poprlarq 9} Fo suorstaoid 94} 
yopun “g’d Aquy 0} porsejsues} o19M (16g ul £1 ‘dod) uoysany 9p Jo syed om} eQQI UT (2) 
"T'S oyesyieg wns uo0jsoNy WIOJ 0} paztuN o10M s'q'D eSey} YORI UT 
‘s'q°Q) UOISON OPT pure ‘uoyystoT ‘UojsoN FWoIH) popnypour *q’p) wevsyIeg puv uojsaN (p) 
"'sq’a (1£61 ut grz‘r ‘dod) uojseyfiAy pue “(1£61 ur br ‘dod) ysnoZ uojzur0Y,], 
(161 ut zr ‘dod) weyjseg ‘(1£61 ur gf -dod) uozing jo szied pue “(1£61 ur €zs “dod) "q’D ss9N 
“(1£61 ut gL9‘S ‘dod) ‘gq’ pure ‘q'A oed¥yIVG pu UO}saNY Jo yavd Woy EL6I poywotD (2) 
‘TD pue‘q'p yormiuey oF ‘GY YoImyuRN Woz porojsues} or9Mm (1L61 ur gt ‘dod) 
"q'-) UOsoTI0 AA Jo pue “(161 ur oL1‘r ‘dod) -g’D uoyseT[IMA Jo “(1£61 ur ver dod) -q°D Aajadrig 
jo “(1£61 ut gz ‘dod) -g’d [[nYuaTZy Jo “(1£61 ur g ‘dod) -q'D uowWwurppeg jo sjied g£61 uy (q) 
“GAY YOIMULNY 0} porraysuesry o19M (1961 UT $ 
dod) (‘syeig) ‘q°y ous] Jopun opsvomoN Ur “g'D Aopioyeg jo qed pure (1961 ur $ -dod) (‘dojes) 
‘d'A Yomyoiry AA Jo syied pure “(‘speIG) ‘G'Y AWA Jopun ofisvomaN] 0} pottofsues} otoM “CY 
YOIMJURN Ul S'g"d) UOJSAAA PUB “T[IYoUTIAA UND AdPPsYyD “[eyuoye[g jo syivd Sg6r uy (v) 
*ZZI 0} pajooIIOO seM oInsy sty} 1Sgi uy (Z) 
“ELQ‘S sv UDAIS A[SUOIM SUM “g°V YSIMIULNY OF [e303 OY} Iegr uy (A) 


a 


*d’— Aing 
-saieq pue 
Sg ae oz gfz Llz $62 off oe 
s16S‘L  voL‘S 
€9S 69+ 
ggt‘e gz1‘z 
ggt‘e ZeO'1 
OIL‘z ogt‘z 
gzl SoS 
gf1‘gt zbS61 p,Ogr‘L1 qzfL‘gt Igt‘gr axSi‘gr 1941 PIO I gre'eI 
Oger g6F6E GoL‘LE gb6b‘gz gfhhe olz‘te Elo‘ez giz‘Iz ogt‘gI 
goz‘1Ib oSt‘L 
(‘soue’q) ‘g'<d Jojsoyoueyy jo weg gfc‘t L60°E Lele O95 (gaa Bat POL DOL gree nee 


"d'-d usepusyiION 90G S16 
‘d'<D uoyon ‘syjeysvq seg «= g tL 


Lg9‘1 

of6 1+g q758 0zQ 06 ot 9S9 639 pizZ - 1°89 onerstotoete 

‘dD [leyurerg pue saoin jozepzy 90g «= S67'I pag “SPD O10 
Loz giz 1bz 1Lz Ie Ze 6gz ott OSS) esos: oe 

ido 
pue ‘g’o proyusyitg 999 yfLr zOl £oz Aire ZOT IZI PPS oO BO O05 
SARS asuvig 29S 89 fa 8.6 piel ere)s ser6 

gz gti ogi gor Liz 61z 6SI LII ott ee Sen 


‘ab “g'y usloouny jo Weg 
‘Ab “C'S YIMYyVON uy 


"d'D NOLYON 
‘d'<d FMSVD “HOIMHLYON 
*d'—D SHOOUEINVM J, 
WAD NOLLIMA 
‘dD NOLONINNIM 
‘dO FIUSVD SHOIMHLYON 
(jo ved) *g'D HOIMHLYON 
(jo pied) *g'd HOIMLAGT 
(jo yaed) *“g'd GuOALYV]y 
‘d'= ‘v6gi wor 
‘put »'Q'S'f) HOIMHLYON, 
‘QU HOIMHLYON 


gor‘ Ly gro'ee gtg‘Ib Ob1°Qge boe‘1t IvS‘gz SSP‘tz GayaNny{ HOIMHLYON: 
CHOELT Ce Cacia Crem prec iC GO) Oanurs GO Catt rOncy Chica CiOn ri "A’D UR fey uspusy}ION jo peg aaa) NAGNAHLYON 
6L9 6S9 949 of9 1809 ges *su} NJGNUHLYON, 
039 Lel Zbl gLL "TW Hodyoo01g 206 SU} NIHLYON ‘STIHOLYA 
6SE'r ggt‘t o7y't gor‘ go09 ges ‘d'V NadNdHLYON, 
aicel ie! bi 18) (6.6.95! a Ce ‘Ab “gy weyspo1y jo jeg ‘dD AITION 
ee ed Dene 68) One) ee) le oe ee ey A'b “TV yrodys019 jo weg AED) AUNGUON 
es eee Gi-o! (4) #1646 (6 (801.80) 18 \e Be elem mile mi @ im Sf e) @16) @ 8e ‘A’b “IV AINqIeII jo weg “alrD) AUNGUON, 
ve 1d'd'a GNV’T SNVJAI ON 


‘Ab “gry youNYyIpooMA Jo Weg 
oe ‘A‘b CRA 189 ‘Aqaryy jo neg 
cab “gry yequeney, Jo weg 


‘d'd) WAYOLION 

‘dD NOLUW] Wad NOLMAN 
‘dO 

TIVHNALLV, AD NOLMAN 


225 


CH, II 





‘dD uoiwy 29g yghh Pati $gs 
"dO proypoyg veg = ELz gsz £gz 
“dD susoyjsodey 99G =gor VII ger 
‘d= Asping 99g 416 %rL9 604 
‘d= Assog 99g 4Szr x1 9h g9s 
"dD uoysurjog 92g yoto‘S =, 6Eh'S SSo‘r 
‘d'O sauig 9ag «VS €L S9 
‘dD uoisulpy 99g 4f6g 4486 Fort 
Coh‘ES ogg‘Ss Sgz‘6S 
+31) peosyuoyrig 29g gee 1 x COLT Ziv Loz III eee eee Ome oO Gio WOOO) CMS Ca 
Fgffor oSL‘L fgh’s ghhO't off'c f6h'c beste ble e gts tite ttt ec ete e nese renee 
Lzg 698 
vSce~7 6961 
by 
Igoce 989°C © 10 ¢,'e € 6 16 eee . * . se eee 
Ya rial uojsulgog 299 %894 gts iss qlgr 69h 66£ 1016/6) 6.10c 6, #10) 808) aire eeae see 28 oe. 
Ig L411 Ler 611 1ST SSt OST oLI 1gI apy adits os oS eres pcbeue Masao cher Keke 
gzz gLt cit Itt Lov gze STs HSE Sge LE Oe Osea Cec Oct teen wn ae 
oor ZI 66 P11 LEI I€1 ssi OST gt Po A eae DU CU eG OR 
8z8 org Egr 6S+ ILv 6SE Soe Igt ggt Bie e.Le. @ oc) e = 8 . iG 970) ‘eels lexle 
‘dO POPPA ‘propery, veg )=— Sz Sgz £0€ 
‘d'D esprig ‘psoyery, vag «SS os 99 
‘dd uowrg 20g _-—s Fol gor 1g 
‘dO FJOOH 99g vol %90S°T Lev 
Sai 610‘z LLg 
289 98 £g L6 gor 06 S6 tol ZII eee ee “. ee eee Oat aac) 
gtr ILf aliv Ivf Igz S€z foe bez Uitg 28 BORSA AES 2 ait Nese eau 
gel 6z9 969 L19 6z9 SZS 6rS 1vS 609 Bea teens hee Bee 29 
19+ gle S6z 007 Lyz Ozz (LHe Ozz ELS ICR seaghe ae iserene Nap oreede 
€c1 LEr III ooI of! gtr bri ZED eit ee ICE Oe SRC ae 
“arial [eT 299 xhgl <6 +L Qt 1s of seee . cee eee sree ee 
Lot FiI orl Ig! orl €gr gLt £61 goz aeons rsa ears VG eee 2 SeROeN tess 
6926 = #LS‘g LS6 918 Sog % 854 Lgs gLS gtr oie Panna on cocoa Nanas 
16 601 IOI g6 Lol ZII (aa IOI Sz Fea NO SPR ae USTsh ST aellegegs ei 
pela) y0g aIOUISOT[ 99G 16 ZII 98 Ol) so saenensielle eee elias) fete eo) oie, 
“dD Teyuenen 99G = 1fz Egz F6z 
‘dD 12AQ 99S 4 6SzV gEISE SLS‘z 
“dD eMOT u0zng veg = zS es LS 
Zys‘y PSHE gz6‘z 
tT) aay ‘yjIompng 29g LY esror dusieRevaiieieveyeneliey Ccetiosia 
"d'D uoymorg vag £6 Perecacncnn ie) ete} e710) a* lee. eo. Caer) 
£gf bie Qzz blz 1ZZ 6S~z olz 692 Lgz gems DEI: OE proee 
99 +L rZ 140) L6 88 96 £8 zr . eae . . . se ee eae ad 
‘dD [leyweig pue sa01y jazepy vag «= LE gse % ah ve BS 
pOceve — VLSE LEL‘E Lote LEeete gece Lei‘e IZ1e HOTSES Wie chenehss shore i ied Retgiekerens toi 
a) Ad|[SP[Oquar MA. 299 IOI eee Pieie: eee see . . - . 
Les £95 nhgor Sey MERE Izv oLt L£gt Gor oe: : 7s , mieregeseenes 
TL61 I96r TS6r ITE6I iZ0r  Eron “TOOL IO9I I99r IL9r I99I IS 9r 


SEs 
10z 
*56 
ZOQ 
zSs 
oS th 
09 
Osi‘ 
gloczs 


Szs Lee Qzz $gr 
161 foe Bgt £91 
el $9 of 88 
gog OLS SE9 gis 
L6S gts Zgr Lib 
Sg9‘z feL*t QIs‘1 LECT 
vs Ly ze Se 
990‘ LS0°T o+6 Lrg 
Lseey pQlOvE oSle gf 12 


eienelerrelers ‘‘b ACG YINYOpPooAA jo peg 
‘2 © a 6 oleae eee. wb “gy Ainqiseig Jo weg 


‘Arb “gry MOJSUNTT MA JO Weg 
‘ab “gry uoiuIgeg jo yieg 

“Ab “gy Aaseye Ay UT 
eee ee wee w ee ‘ab “gy projyng jo weg 
‘ab “q-y Ainqjseig jo jeg 
eee ee we eee “Ab “gy uopy jo weg 
‘wb “gy yeary ‘yompng jo zeg 


£ce 61€ ghz Lez 
gs Lg 49 uy 
L6 £6 ool 96 
6bz Ltz €1z LL 
LEL o1L 8z9 1gs 


‘Ab “gy [[eisurs[g jo ueg 
“Ab “gy ywaiy “YoMpng jo weg 
ODO Ono Drom “a‘b aS sUIOYISOY FO weg 
‘Ab “gy jeerg “YyIIOMpng jo 1eg 
sts cab “gry yearg ‘Yompng jo weg 
‘ab “gy YINyopoom jo ueg 
‘Ab “gry Ainqung jo y1eg 
‘ab “gy UopMog jo yeg 
‘ab “gD pue “qIAl pesyuoymg uy 
aiiallahuxeneneds ‘Ab “gy sede jo eg 
‘db “gy weylseq jo jeg 

‘AD “CA profsurM UT 


CLE L6z 89z Qzz 
109‘z L812 g6L‘1 19g 
5S 09 z9Q zs 
gz6‘z biS‘z gz1z IQI‘I 


‘AD “gy 1240 Jo Weg 
‘Ab “gy ureysoavany Jo peg 
‘Ab “q'V projsinay jo weg 
* <a'b “gy sedjepy jo weg 
“Ab “gy Wodyp0i1¢g jo eg 

‘ab “gy Ainqisy jo 11eg 
‘ab “gy YIMI[PpIAT Jo Weg 

‘Ab “gy srswejaq jo weg 


IMECHE IO9t 


*su} NOLVW 
‘deyo quoaiaHga 
‘deyo aNYOHLSAdVS 
su} ATTLAG 
‘deyo Ag1sog 
*su} NOLONITIOG 
*sU} SHTLUIG 
*su} NOLONITAY 
‘dV AunaiLsag 
‘dD NOLNaUg 


‘dD HLYOM HLIM NOLNAOgG 


jied [eins 
‘A'S Mojsuayr Ay ur ped 
‘a'S'Q Asproyg ut yied 
‘dO aq TIVNMOg 
‘dD TIVLldS WAS NOLTNOg 
‘dD 
aAgWOOVaS WAS NOLTINOg 
‘dO NOLInNog 
‘dD ATIOIWHS LLOg 
‘dO W100g 
‘dO ATINATG 
*SU} ATMO, “AuNOsAAVET, 
*‘su} aodIug ‘quoddvy J, 
*su} NOLOIg 
*su] AIOOPL 
ed V TIVISWaTg 
‘dd NOLOIg 
‘dO WANG 
‘dD wolMadng usAodg 
‘dD YaHLAN ‘YaAodg 
‘dD YOIMaAN] UAAOTT 
"d'- AGSNAg 
‘dO NOLuosmMoag 
‘dO NOLONILUYG 
‘dO NOLXO 
‘dO NOLYIAO 
‘dD loodudAg 
‘dD YAO 
*SU} TIVHNALLI AA 
x(JO Wed) ‘su} waAG 
*su} AMO'T NOLTAQ 
‘dV YAO 
‘d'D aMOT NOLIAO 
‘dD NOLSNO 
‘dD NOLYITIO 
‘dO FILsvodTQ 
‘dO NOLYaIIO 
‘dD qaaoy aaqg 
‘dD ANOLSAIDNO 
‘d'D aaaINAIvO 


a 


226 


"d= Aqey 0} postojsuesy 
sem (16g1 ut Lg ‘dod) ‘gd Uo\saNy a[}VTJ JO Fed JoyjoUK 6ggI UT “OY seysueg peprard oy} Joepun 
(161 ur £1 dod) ‘g°d u0ysaN apy Jo Syzed Om} apNyoUr 0} popuszxa sv *g’D Aqvy zggr uy (Ff) 
*(1£61 ut br *dod) *g'a uoyseT[E A JO Wed epnypour 0} popuszxa sem *q’D UoIuIppng ELI Uy (f) 
“OL °O “OLA OZ Jo osodind oy} 10F "q’D B sWTRIAq I] “SU} UTATBT, YIM 

peuinjar A[qeqoid sem ‘dod sij *1b—1ogt sda] S.1Olg OF apvur seM UINJor ayeredas ONT (1) 
‘G'A U1oouNY, 0} parsoysuvs} sem *g’d Yoorg uojsoi1g Jo y1ed L961 uy “(1E61 ur zh ‘dod) 

“GQ UOWION jo ysed pue (1£61 ur SSE dod) *g*< [HH ey} UO UOJseTg Woy gEOI pajeoIy (Y) 
*(1£61 ur g pue ‘zZ ‘gS Ajaatjoadsar *dod) s‘q’D 

uoidyq pur ‘awoorqyyeg ‘Aang jo syed opnyour 0} papuerxe sea *g’D Ainqisorg g£61 UT (3) 

‘uInjoI ON, (J) 

“Aang fo yey} UT popnpour sem ‘dod oyy, “uInjor ON (2) 
“ofe‘L1 

se pouInjor A[ZuUOIM sem ‘preysapovyAy Suipnpour “gry Ammqiserg jo ‘dod oy} Izgi uy (p) 
‘A‘b Srl) peAas pony 
-1Wsu09 Sureq (1061 ur €$1‘1 ‘dod) sapurewiar oy} pue “g'd MO[SUTTT MA 0} postoysues Surloq (1061 


“TIN uoysurigqeg veg Sgt vO6E ISe oS€ yOtE 6fz tee Se 
Lye oie Sgz 19z Loz +Sz Sof g6z oz seoreiec) oe 2 
"d'D proyind 99g |= Agz 
‘q’'-Q uoynog s0g ELI 
oby 
gre Sze poh gIe 66z Soz gz OSI gst Tes tamares S87 
LI v1 SI II ZI 6 te Sz ° Zz 
‘dd Yoorg uojyss1g vag SSE 6br oth Sh £6r 09S ION He 
LS1 Liv 10v 
169‘z 6S1°2 3f69‘1 Ler bre bie 16Z I1€ z6z Se et ne eae nae 
"d'O WHOM 29S 4914 
"T'D) plozpooMy 99g yISE 
"d'O PIO ‘WowsuTGTM 2G 191 
‘q'—d Jomoy7T ‘uosuryy yy v9G ES 
"d'D P1PUTM 29S 4908 
‘TD YsnoposvogpyiM 99G ¥tSz 
"q'¢- uoidy 99g 4961 
"q'<d uoysursey AT, 99g yStE 
"d'D woung 2G 48t‘9 
"d'D UOWUIPPIS 9G 4 FOE 
‘TD YON ‘epoy seg ybvLz 


‘d'—D MouIey 99g y¥Q9IE‘I 


"d'<- Ainqisoig 99G git 
‘TOD YOM YIM uojusog 99G yOfe‘I 
"d= Agsirys Og 99g) Ser 
"T'—D uommean 99g LL 


‘TD MoIpuY “3S WRIWOP 99S 48zV 


"d'cd) uopyepy 99g 4ZIl 
"d'd ISAO PleysapoovyA] 99G goz 
"MIN Ppyseporyl 99S «= LEQ ‘gz 
‘q'<— Aojpuepy suA'T vag 6g9z 
"q'cd) ournysapyexy 99G yIZt 
‘dD ppyspiny seg «= LPOE 
“q'¢- Ainquopy 99g  yzzv 
‘d'-d swooiqiey 99g yhr 


ut oS4‘z ‘dod) y1ed ‘y6gI url padjossIp sem 9a, [[eUMO ‘s'q’D 994 UN[og pure Meys[ny 0} por 
-iaysuvsy o10M (16gr ur gz pue LE Ajaatjoadsoar dod) aa,j [[vumog Jo syed gggr pur eggt UT (2) 
id ONP Eas Gein 
Yysno1oquiorg 0} passoysuvs} sem (1061 ut Lg ‘dod) *gq°D yeitdg uns uojnog Jo qied S6grI uy (q) 
‘IZQI UL PoUINJoT 919M S}ULIIGVYUL Sj FO gze I 
aroyM “g'y ysudeg oy} uyof 3g ur Avy “gry [[eISWeTg UT poyenys AYoryD sea YOTyA “su s[OOFY FO 
weg ‘q'V [[e1swWelg Jopun peuimjer A[BuoIMm sem “gy Pslopyporg ur ‘sua ]eysneD I1gr uy (®) 
iS) DIOR EE SPO car aN 
pue proyery, ospig yyM sasueyo Arepunogq [jews ul paafoaur svar *q°D UOJtg £961 UT (2) 
‘GD WeYUIAA 0} porsoysues) sem (161 url 1z ‘dod) "q’D er1euryorg Jo y1ed gf61 uy (A) 
Sgr [QUN ‘g’Y JAG Ur pouinjes ATTOYM seM yng “gq°y aeS9ITY MA UT SBAA “SU} IOAC JO Je (x) 
“€gg*z sv UdAIS A[ZUOIM SLA *g*V JAG OF [PII OY} IPQI UT (4) 
"WA PA0iSspryy 01 “d’D 2p PPO JO Hed pue “q'°D 
dPOY PPO 0} posrofsues} sem (1961 ur gS “dod) (‘syeig) “q' eAor1dspry JO yied Sg6r uy (A) 
*q'-d sUTYeO 0} poiieysuesy o1oM 
(161 ut or ‘dod) ‘gq’ vowel pur (1£6r ut oz ‘dod) -g’D yompng e117 Jo sured gf61 uy (n) 


‘dO Adve 
‘TQ asortag 





‘AD “gy uoysaNy Fo Weg 
‘ab “gy proging Jo Hed 


(BKE voz goz Ig! ggi ILI oLI "su} GUOATINg 
cel ber 6z1 QzI ZI CEL Sor *su} NOLTOOG 
SE gee See 6gz gic £o£ Sle ‘dV asostoag 
allanol afelieis ete) si [steleliode)islejioneliedeite).cienelsieielie).sis)is (slisi sie sleie ‘ab “gry uoyng jo yIVg ‘d'c- NOLONIGang 
sis Iz oz — — — —- rd‘O pue 
‘dd SAI SON g 
wieletalaletelleiol eiisiteiie tells velcsifellnrs sitcliaiietiei-airol siete veins e ‘ab “g'y utoouny jo Weg ‘TD TIP FHL NO NOLsaug 
ud wooug NoLsag 
suciletaje sisi silerellave)-«vellevejielele;.e\e “elis( eiellellei sieile) ie) eis.6c es ‘wb “gry Aimqysorg Jo weg ‘q'c- ANNGLSAUg 

%1SL S98 SS9 o6t got Sz ggI "SU} HLYOM 

% OE yOlV oS for Ege gle — *su} CUOIGOO MM, 
691 6gI 161 161 For ghI LE1 *su} GIO ‘NOLONIHLI A 
gLs OLS PAY e $gs S19 gs ors *sU} UAMO'T ‘NOLONIHLIM 
ere gfe SSr eS 99v ger iets ‘deyo aTONIM, 

4% £67 ghbv hve oL¥ bib Zoe gee *SU} HONOTOUVOEATIM, 
ILI III Sg tg zs Lo gs *su} NOLdQ) 
SOE FLE 6ge Lev ZQE SSS gzz *su} NOLONIYAHLA J, 

¥9S4'9 gies 4storL gSgis 166‘z g6o‘z 6€L‘1 ‘deyo NOLLAS 
ctr 6S €1$ oLy 1gt gbr ter ‘deys NOLONIGIS 
Sgz Llz Lgz gsz ZQz ore gSz "su} HLUON ‘“AGoy 
oss‘ %f09't x OSL51 Log‘t ofS‘t S6S‘1 o6f'T ‘deyo MONIVY 
gse eLe o6£ oly ott Sib ggr *su} AUNALSANT 
$gz‘r Lye Sg Lrl ors Lov zety ‘deyo NOLNAOg 
os Lov 16€ VEE ILE oft 69f ‘deyo ATIOIMHS LLOg 

%58 Zel £o1 06 S6 gol a "su} NOLMAN, 
ogr gor ogt Lge Zge Ore 61f “su 

MIYAINY “LG WVULLOJAL 
g6z €1€ Loft PSE Ive oct ort ‘deyo NOLYVIAI 
che 692 gSz 6Lz ogz Sgz Siz LSauO,] ATWISATOOVI|T 

gilvile ygrg'6z yLtive 6z1‘t ghL‘L1 662‘ZI £rL‘g *SU} CTAIASUTOOVIN, 
Loz tgz ggz HE €Sz Lrz Zee *sU} AUIGNV]] FNA'T 
LSE Zse gte cases HSE bor 162 *SU} AWIOHSAT LIAS 
gfg‘t ¢910'V mS Sec xEQO%E ZQO'L bel zgs *suj GTaldsauny{ 
Sty vor esr 1zb ger Sgt fee *sU} AUNANAPT 
S€ gz gt Sz 1f Sz If *su} AIWOOUSITIV A 





Sb 
N 


2 


sol6th 196°6€ 
Egi‘E p,kgee 
oSt L6z 
6g1 S61 
£98 gti 
gLt S61 
giz 6£z 
gor €z1 
Ivi‘r Soo‘! 


ELS‘SE SzL'z— +£6‘gz 
algg’h ,fEL‘z gS€‘1 
Qezz gor €g1 


Stz $Qz 61€ 


LLI z6 £g 
ofz ggz Lz 
LOZ ZOg 6Sb 
gti ogi PR 44 
Qgo‘r 601‘I Lg0‘t 


TE6r Iz6r 


II6r 


IO6r 


I69Ir 


I99r 


giz‘gz breeze Loree L6g‘g1 
"dD UOIsaM 99g yOQh‘I S96 
‘dD toredng uoyen 99g Siz xOGI 
‘d’=D Jomasuy uoyeM 999 ,6Sh S6E 
‘dO TRMPUL 29S ESF gor 
‘dd uowng veg §=EQE gse 
‘dD weyypo1g vag) EF cag 
‘d'D utoouny 20g 4990'TI = _y FEQ0‘OI 
‘dD ITH 24} Uo u0jsarg 99g 4609 g6s 
‘d'D UOMON 999 4 b6E ogt 
‘d’'D Amasoreq Aq uoyMeN 20g yofz 161 
"dD aI00JI 20g. HHE ~O9z 
‘d'D YIMBPay veg 4LL Sir 
"dD uonry eeg ,L6£ LSE 
‘d'D woyep 29g 4079‘ SoS‘ 
‘d'D Aingsaieq 39g 4691 gf1 
‘d'D UoyD 22g 4fI1 of 
"d'D aesurig uojsy 99S |= gz ey 
‘dD uouyng Aq uoisy 29g _)—Ozz Loz 
‘d'—D eSuriyg uojy 2eg 007 OgI 
ogr‘61 LS¥‘g1 
oS6 oF S6 ttg tos Bale) are. 74/0): Ceee teen 
Sgr Soz IgI LgI we) 2) a we (ele ei wae 
Zge r+ Lo¥ Zge © @seia (6. 6,0) wei" 0) 10) @ 8) Bb lelie 
‘dD uoney, 3929S = gor 601 
‘dD tlomedng Aajqey, 20g §6=- Sok o6F 
‘dD Uosjeug seg) OS I gsi 
‘d'D eutsyisoy 99G —«16E £6€ 
‘dD Joriedng tsA09g 92G_~=—(66S Ee 
"d'D uouIP ees )=— EE gee 
"dO eeyI 99G )=— OFS gS 
‘dD ployzeyy ud TTeyuepy cog = $Lz cSe 
‘d'O YsIH ‘YseT 8eG «= £6 Foo‘! 
ogt gg 
2e 
ELo'v gSo‘r 
+Z zQ cL $g eee eee a 6 6 ee 6 0 00 
bLz gz Lz Egz 
CAS 164 
LEr 601 601 86 oa ss =) e).w) oa 60's 6 & @ 020 
AG AsyAg 336 OS See ee ae Siem, aes . 
9 Oe he Coz‘1 CSz1 IQZ‘I 2% 616 0 'e)s in). bas aw o enews 
EES Ppilojisut0S 229 of 6z see ee eee . sae . 


IL9I 


IC9r 


%£ £6 ¥979 zes 
ocz 6zz gtc 
SLE Ore obe 
LYE FEE Zee 
Zge SLz Lfz 
FE e+ zs 

*889'8 1S6°9 4 S£0°S 

FOS %409 19+ 
bre x b6z got 
Sgr £61 Sor 
gt Lie g6z 
68 SZ +L 
LLE Ze 16€ 
oLS‘t LOE‘ GAT 
LSt tgi £1 
of vE gf 
gi Lz gf 
giz goz 991 
eLi SZ 6+1 
Lro‘St g6g*er = 9 zESOI 
QzI og 69 
LES ors aad 
691 ~O61 gfI 
gst gst gf 
ers xOQS 19S 
oLf Z1E off 
€gs ges zSS 
Szz vSz Igz 
Fzo'1 zg6 £96 
S61 Gi €1 
gz os 

“€ ofL‘€ 


‘ab ‘q’S'Q UIOoUNY UT 


$62 6gI ZgI 
61z SLI c61 
ese Sgz Lz 
LCS gze 60£ 
99z Sgz bee 
zs ge gt 
%lO1€ ogo‘z OLE‘T 
16€ Igt £Ee 
$62 IZZ O7z 
Vz FII 96 
tbz 981 gst 
gs 19 69 
L6E Lz Itz 
ggo%r +68 8z9 
gti vII PEI 
gz gf gz 
gt 6z LY 
LO1 Lor ggi 
gtr Sez 6£1 
gE‘ LY6‘S ogg‘t 
“ab “gy weyuaArq jo ueg 


‘Ab “gy uowpsi4yg jo eg 
‘AD “gy sursy soy jo weg 


‘d'U Nuoonny 
‘d’'D NYOONnY 


*su} NO.LSA MA 
*sU} HOTYAMNAG NOLTVA 
*SU} MOTUTANT NOLIVAA 
‘deyo TIVM1aH J, 
*su} NOLLAS 
*SU} INVHHOOLS 
*su} NNYOONNY 
*suy 
TH IHL NO NOLsaug 
*su} NOLYON, 
“sul 
AUNASAUV”, Ad NOLMANT 
*SU} AUOOTY 
*SU} MOIMMOAy 
*su} NOLLY}] 
‘deyd NOLIVH] 
‘deyo Aunasaavq 
*SU} NOLAITD 
*SU} FONVUD NOISY 


‘deyo NOLLAS Ad NOLSY 


“SU] AONVUL) NOLOY 


"d'V Naoonay 
‘d'D HivaHany 

‘d'—D NOLMOY 
"dD ANUAHLSOY 


*su} NOLL, J, 
SU} HOINAING AATAV J, 
*su} NOSTANG 
*SU} ANUFHLSOY 
*sU}] HOTNAMNG UAAOTg 
*sU} NOLONITUY 
su} Taal 
*"SU] GUO AA 
WOO TIVHLYY][ 
‘deyo HOIP ‘HOFT 
(Jo y1ed) 
*sU) NOLONITIOG 


£8 of! ozI 

ost bor zoe 

LE1 QII gzI 

ELE oSz Sez 

ers ogt ISb 

FEE Sgz g6r 

99S 89s gor 

Loz oLz ogze 

Sg 098 Lgl 

ogl ‘q’'V wopmog seg 
‘q’¥ uopmog 20g 

wLOn © oLt.e Sgo‘t 


‘a’b “gry Amqunqs Jo ueg 


‘d'Q Aeyrmoy pue Ainqpeig aeg 


Itgr TEST 


IQ9I 
a A lS 


‘Ab “q-y Aimqjseig jo eg 


‘ab “gy Ainqung jo peg 
‘a’b “g'g Hodys0Ig UT 


min Day S geee YoIMea[ppryy Fo Hed 


“A’b “gy Ainqiseig jo weg 
‘+ -a'b “q-y Ainqisy Jo eg 
Togr 


LIé$T ELOT 


(jo y1ed) ‘sul Nadoy 
‘dV INwaHLSOYy 
‘dD FdOY 
"d'D ATINNOY 
‘dD HILYON ‘aqdoy 
dD AYMONTY 
‘d'D ATTA 

(go 
ued) *g’d Hsidaay 
‘d'D LAOMOSNAAYY 
"dO MONIVY 
‘dD YONaYY 





228 


‘d'S'Q UIoouNY YIIM sAIsUd}K9-09 





‘I€-LIQI ‘q’V PIOJPlY YUM pournjor A[SuUOIAA (¥) auredeq snyi YoIyM “g’D UOOUNY 0} porsoysuvsy sem (16gI ul oot ‘dod) *q*D uoseH jo y1ed Pggr 
‘I€-11QI “G°V PIOJP[VY YUM pournjos A[Suor AA (Z) ur {g’d) uo eR JO (19g ut HIE dod) qed pue ‘g’D uTooUNY pepnpuT ‘q"~, UJooUNY (3) 
“1 bo‘ ‘an 
se IfQr ul pue gz1‘S se pouinjor A[SuOIM sem “g'y S.p[eMsO 39 jo ‘dod sy} Izgri uy (A) uIOOUNY 0} “CY UloOouNY woIZ porsojsuvsy a19M (1961 ul 1ob‘z ‘dod) s*gq’D uoWng pue ‘yoorg 
*ghS‘z 03 ysiied ay Jo ‘dod [e}0} 94} pue 1S¢‘~ uoj\soIg ‘U0JION ‘aI00yy ‘uoyNG ‘Ainqseieq ‘UO Jo sjied pue “q-D uoeY L961 uy (s) 
0} P2jIITIOD SBM IOQI UT AIID JojsayD ur ystied s AreypAl ‘3G Jo y1ed yey Jo ‘dod oy} 1Sgt uy (x) “ISgI ut £1£‘OI 0} pojdeIIOD SVM dINSY siyy, (4) 
‘o4ep J0q31e] oy) Aq “W'A WIMYVON 0} porsoysuvsy sem “g’D YVeypny jo zted SS6r uy (b) 
SYOVIIVG 0O}UI Pd}JIBAUOD U99q DARY 0} PIS SPM DUO}SIDAOTD “popsooses sveM ‘dod ou IIgi ut ynq *“(1£61 ut z ‘dod) *g'd Weyeig yoo}so’T Jo yzed apnyour 0} papusrxe sem “q°D 
‘ezi sem ‘dod sj} 10gI Uj ‘III UI ‘g'y S,AIeA[ “1G Ul “SU} B SV PSUINJSI SVM DUOISIOAOTH (A) yyeoypny pue *g’d Aaphg 0} porsejsues3 sem (1£61 ur £4 dod) ‘g’D ywoypny jo zed gf61 uy (d) 
"q'-D UOT 0} parsojsuvsy sem (1E61 ur +g ‘dod) ‘g°D uo sny jo 341ed pue ‘(1061 ut £1 ‘dod) ‘gg yoRinys spnpour 0} pepuszxe sem “q’D YoypNY ZOgr uy (0) 
«(1£61 ut LLz -dod) -g'g uo jo y1ed opnpour 0} papus}xe sem “g'd UOWYSNY gf61 uy (A) “119° Uddq DALY O} P2}eIS SLA IZQI IOF [eI0} OY ISQI Uy (U) 
(1£61 ut bg ‘dod) ‘ga uoiyey jo y1ed pue (1£61 ‘TD pue 'C'A ARH OF porsajsuvsy sem (1£61 ur 6£E dod) -q-D Avmsury jo ued g£61 uy (un) 
ut €gL‘€ :dod) ‘gq’d uoSeAA IPNpOUT 0} pepus}Xs s¥eM “g'D puR "qf; UIOOUNY g£61 uy (nN) ‘DD WeH jo wed wos 0061 ur pojwaig ([) 
a 
"d’'D UIAIOM 29G Z6 gL 09 Sg +9 L9 L9 gs SU} NIAUT MA 
"q'cQ uorystes 99g «60f Zlz 6cE e1€ fof 162 Lye Cac4 *su} NOLHOIVS 
"d'=—D JaissyD Aq uoIMONT 99BGZSz g6z Stz gzz £12 ZO1 gi IVI *suy 
YaALSHHD AP NOLMAN 
"d'<D PlOGMON vay vag CCE Se 6£ ZV t+ 19 gs ZV *sU} GIOAMAN VAT 
‘dO [leysurpp[ 99S gI cx4 (ae of tz Sz gI gi *su} TIVHSNIGG] 
‘'d'¢Q uoisununy veg) COI €11 6z1 eri (ATaE fer vz1 III *su} NOLONILNO}FT 
"d'<=D uoysno0ly 99g (62 gz Ze LZ 6£ Lz of ce *su} NOLHONOUD 
"TD WweY uoymyyD 299 yII ty Zz e +1 8 L 8 y deyo HLvap] NOLYAHD 
"d'=— WeaID ‘uowysnog 90g EEL‘ ¢LQe‘I Fort 66 006 116 099 brs z'SU} Lydd) ‘NOLHONOG 
"dQ eyorg 29S gz ve Sz gl ve IZ Iz 8 *su} AHOVG 
*ZIA ‘syted [eint a 
HzL'11 3066 PES‘. zol‘g 6S6‘S 60z‘S VEEY giv‘ Elie "TO S.,pres“so q 


"4G poynysu0o 
AqIg JoyseyD ut yed 
bzS‘z1 S+9°6 6SL‘g SLL‘L SS6‘9 oLo‘g gLL‘b ogs‘y ‘AW S.AIVMSO “LS 
“AT 799894 99S ‘dD pue “dV FAVIO “LS 
“TIA JowseyD 29S “*g'—D pue ‘g’'V TAVHOI “LS 


"d'¢Q uoidg veg = Lr‘ ~35L SSS lth xO8z goz ZQI eL1 *SU} UALSAHD AG NOLd—) 
"dd UoIsop[ 9aG QI St $1 II Li gI 9 tI *su} NOLSOJI 

"T'— esveueg uoyuljoyy 999 «= Fh 6z gli Sz te gz gz fz su} 
FULSVNVG NOLONITIOJ[ 

"d'd soe] wind uojsjivepyy 99G QQ EI €g1 LSt gti of! gol oll Lg *su} HOV] 


WOO NOLSTYYJ 
“Zia ‘sjied Teint 


"dd Joyseyg 209 9Lz‘S 6b1‘S x060'F sive $L6‘z Sgo‘t glee 69h ‘z BOCES "TIA pue 
AyIg 193seyD ur jied 
+6+‘9 bor‘s LS1‘y g6S‘e SYS‘E gEL‘e c6L‘z x9eh‘z aca 


TIP] FHL NO AUVIAI “LS 
“STN 19380UD 29S) = *g’CD) pue ‘Q’V NILUV]A[ “LS 


TEIN 497524.) 29S (dio peekcday 
LIsILdVg HHL NHOf “LS 
FERING 793594) 92S fda 


‘dV FILL] ‘NHOf[ “LS 
"TIN JeisouD 99S «*g'*D pue ‘q’V LaodIUg “LS 


Srz got ZIE Lee Zgt Lze got Zot tre miele) -s\p © bine ele ele 0 60 © eler eee 's: ae ee ‘A‘b edn S.p[eMsoO 4G jo peg aes) NOLHDIVS 
CLE o6f aliv Sia a6) /0) 6) .6.,6,@, 8 e' SiaiR), 6) 0118.8), W PLS, BY @.6(%, 66.8. Boe) BOO) 9 16)\10l DTA # <8: 2.6 eh ele Chee 6s he ©) wl U ed By e6e. 6 ap el lee: 66) 0 Te Joe ‘A'b Chain Agyrodie J, pue ‘av Agrodie J, jo peg aa) NOLHSQAY 
Las (jo xed) “g’D NOLIVH] 
ZIQ‘FI “dD NYOONNY 
s006°SE Sfofge ,1f6'te Lzi‘gr gLegr ESEZ1 16h‘gt OSo‘oe gzi‘SI vd'D “Pggt wor 


‘pue 'q'S'Q), NNOONNY 





S6z 60£ 1€S ZOI git 
bSt $gr ogI 00% Lgr 
6gr zos Sgs S19 16S 
6gr tos abot bre gg9f 
69 to gt gz 61 
ss el; of £Z gL 
66 LIE Szx 6+1 161 
1g 68 Lz ZgI gti 
BIS€ Lzoe jofg'r fol z ELE‘ 
‘dD snqoiuy sag €g1 EI 
jOrL qSI€ 
“dD Teysneg sag Fok 61z 
‘d’D Tleysnes aag Sg 60g 
ger‘z gli‘z gist 
goeer zgg‘6 _, £Sz6 T1v‘g = Fg QS 
Lof‘gt 
toL6 
69L‘SS gEEIS gorI‘Eh ILo‘gz 6z£‘gt 








IL6I I96r 


TS6r 


Ee 


TE6I Iz6r 







611 
1oz 
grs 
Ege 
6z 


LL 


£61 
6SI 


oLz1 
6FI 
oIz 
gti 
61g 


LELiS 


tro‘St 


TI6I 


pg6 
oL1 
ofS 
ZO 


‘TO wroypny og 
8 


<8 


WL, gl Bie 60,10 84 
Ser OgI Ue et ox ey te ac 
LEG gLs . ee eee 
gor gor eee ereee 
6L1 ot we 
8 FI Il 
EL pb eee reel e 


dD AUEGPOOM 29S gg 


‘d’'D YIMIoYS eeg -z6 
'd’D P1HVT ‘Treysneg cog ror 
‘dD 91D TYeysneg vag =—1LS 
‘d'D ysmyuoeded s0g_ IL 
£o00'r 
L91 gst SE ee aS 
Lhi gsi SCT ee cries : 


“d'O BRIA Yyoepypooysg 90g = 6S 1 
‘dD yoinyy “yorpysoys aeG = 6b 


OPI‘ 


ZgI 
98st 
LEE 
fol 


gLt 
1:5) yoroyey MA, 299 Lo Si) eielisiese 
60S‘I Lg9o0‘t O18) ise \ehe. B® 
LL €gr Cup ele <6) 6o 8 
681 I6L eo eel dLe eee 
IOI rae) Sioteveseis 
669 619 O01 1 Ip 2 es een 
$z9‘s COV g 


gss‘s 


‘d'D Hovapyed 22g gg 


"d'D POPPOYM 22S 4ft9g 

‘dD MoTUAMT, sag = ES 

‘d'D yoeqpues vag) 6Sz‘S 
‘d'D 9s907T 99g gS 


‘dO yanyD “wyny eg gg 


98071 


IOOr 


————————— 


‘dD Tlessey aag yf gz 
‘d'—D Aensooy vag 1zf 
‘dD aseurig 20g 6 zgt 

‘dD uoyo0g s9g_—arL 
‘dO TleMpesg 20g 4LgS 
‘dD Uepyor[g seg «61 
‘dD FOIYD19g 99g 4Qbg 

‘dO PHPIY 99g | SSz 

91S9'6 


trg'6 = S16°L 





I69T I99r IL9r 








IS gr If9T 





fee een we 


lal pete ele 


oI Le 
gzI 


gor 
00z 


v €1 gI 
£9 t9 SZ 
36 ool ZII 
+6 69 LY 
S¢S £64r ogt 
I€1 grr St 
1£6 $18 898 
got got Shey 
OgI SZ ght 
99 By 69 
bib Sob Lev 
ggs grs HLS 
BESTE OZ Itz 
686°F 6S9‘r Lesh 
IZI yx OIl ISt 
€Ls %5SS % ROO! 
gtz 61z ogz 
g9gz gz Sze 
16€ yor aS, 
2g % 6 IOI 
LEY 162 tre 
LSY x FQ ¥99Z 
g6L ZZQ 60g 
Sgz ¥TQT IZI 
gto'6 ZSS“Q 6626 


“* ab “ary Ainqisy jo veg 
‘Ab “gy ourayisoy jo eg 
oe “a‘b Das Ainqisy jo yieg 
‘Ab “g'y Ainqiseig Jo eg 
‘Ab “gy weyuoarq jo weg 
fz tz Sz 


‘AD “gy Yormzoys jo eg 
gr 


6£ ev 

+6 1g £6 
gt +9 gh 
Ere tot LY1 
IQ! Sor Lt 
nOIl LS9 Sor 


‘ab “ay Yypepyooyg Jo yeg 
‘ab “q'V YSRPyoys jo qeg 


OgI SS1 StI 
gst gst gti 
$g gs 6S 

Zev Lot oS€ 


‘AD “gry weyusarg jo y1eg 
‘Ab “gry Ammqunqh\ Jo eg 


‘AD “g'y Yoeqpueg jo yeg 


gsr 6zc£ 6g1 
of! rail If 
So6‘z TLE bret 
Ser gzI 98 
LOE gre HIE 
giz Soz II 
g6z 19z Loz 
Eo Lge Sge 
1g Ig LL 
TQZ QSz CSE 
161 ZS1 gfr 
6SL 1oL gLS 
Sg zg 26 
pese‘g 16£‘S gotr 


‘Ab “gy Aasiayy uodn uozysy jO eg 


IE91 





“AIM FaasayD 20g 





IZ9r IIg1 





‘d'D aaosmawosg 
‘d'D NOSTANG 
‘dD GOOMTIVWS 
‘dD NOLONIaaIg 
‘dD HovTunug 
od’) pue 
‘dd Q WIVd YOIMLOHS 
‘dD XOIMLOHS 
SU} HNVAGOO MA, 
*SU} HOIMLOHG 
*sU} ATLL “11vHoaAYS 
*su} LYaUD) “TIvHOAYS 
SU} LSHNHNadY< 
u'd VY 3OIMLOHS 
‘dD LLIVIAQ HOVTHOOHS 
‘d’D HOUND ‘HOYTHOOHS 
‘sU} LLVIAQ HOVTHOOHS 


"SU] HOUNHD ‘HOWTHOOHS 


*su} LLOOAATY< 
‘d'V HOVTXIOOHS 
‘d'D s0ouddIHS 

‘aD 

ALSAUD) WAD NOLONIAVHS 
‘d'D SHVO NaAgS 
‘dD Ussv[l TIvHoOAVS 
‘dD FILLY] “TIvHDAvYS 
‘d'D Lvaay “TIvHoAvVS 
3'd’D TIvHonYS 


‘dD pue ‘q's’ Hovaanys 


“SU MOOTATH 
*SU} MOTINEM J, 
“SU} HOVEGNYS 
a(I4gr ur 
‘JO u1ed) ‘su} asaaT 
‘deyo HOUNHD “AWIAPT 
“su} TIVSSV}]{ 
SU} ATULSOOD 
*"sU] JOVNVUD 
*su} NOLLOD 
‘su} TIVMavugq 
*su} NAGMOVTg 
*su] NOLHOLAG 
*su} GITOUY 
od’ V HOVaaNVS 
‘dD FIVS 
dy) pee an 
Adsua]\] NOdA NO.LHSYW 
a QIN “9f6r1 wor 
‘pue “qa (161 ut 
qdooxe) pue ‘q's'A TIVS 
‘dD pue ‘d'V waLag “LS 





IO8T IOgt 
— 


230 


“A’b “g'JAL espriqéyeig ur yied 9y} 03 pappe s10JaINyI 
sea ‘Q's'p AefAvig ur “g’< AayAvig jo yred ayy, ‘gi esplqAyeig 03 peppe sem *q’S'Q Aapdeis 
IQQI Ul “SOD ‘UIWUpe pUP JUaTOUe “soURT UI "q’S’ Aassopy Ur Apied sem “q°D AaAeig (q) 

"S'q’< Aapxnyy pue ‘spunuipy uo0jy0_d ‘piojajdeig uanig 
0} paiieysuey oIaM “g°OQ projaydeig yyNoy jo syieg ‘s'g’D Aayxny pue spunwipy uo0i0_ jo syed 
aram se “g’d piojaydeig y[Noy 0} paisajsued} sem “g°d pioye[dejig uenig jo yied £g61 uy (PB) 
*“(1£61 
ut L€ -dod) *g°d uojseT]IA\ Jo Jed apnypour 0} papuaixa sea “g’_ Aajedeig gf61 ur pue (1f61 ut 
+z1 -dod) ‘g°a Aejedeig Jo 11ed apnpour 0} papuaixe sea “g’D pur “q’sp YoIMjueN gf61 uy (2) 
"(1€61 Ul IZI 
*dod) ‘g’a eutoyzUEIg jo j1ed apnpour 0} papue}xe sea “g’D pue ‘q’p proysurAy g£61 uy (A) 
*AQuUe} 
PVT 0} periejsues s1aMm “g°D SIOOJ, a UOIOYT, pue ‘gy Wog arewssayjq jo syed S96° 
UI puke "g'J Hog eewsay]q 0} peitejsues sam Aguueig ayy jo syied £961 pue £961 uy (x) 
‘OI °D “OIA OF IW 9y} Jo sasodind ay} IoF ‘g’_d B pawseap sem “g'g'y ue ApIaULIOF ‘MopuRIg (4) 
‘OO ‘UIWIpe “Sday4d UI PapnyouUl svAd ‘Od JUSTOUB “soUBT UL 
uaeq pey YoIyAs “g"Al eSpliq4ye3g Ul “gD (‘soueT) euAT-rapun-uoyysy jo qed ay gggt uy (4) 
“(7£6r ut Lr 
*dod) ‘g'a Aepeyy Jo wed epnpour 0} pepua}xe sea “g’D pue “g*], adprlaqAyei1g gf61 uy (nN) 
“(1061 ut zot‘Z -dod) 
‘d'd aud J-lepun-uojysy pue (1061 ur oSL‘g -dod) *g°a AajAevig jo “g*] esprqAyjeig ur sjred 
oy} Wor paieaio sea *g°D aspliqdyjeig FO6gI Uy “Od “UTWUpe “sayD Ul papnypour ATJOYM seas JT gggI 
uy “(gi ‘dod) suAyJ-1lapun-uolysy jo ped Iaylying & pue “q's AajAvig apnjour 0} papualxe 
SPM YSNOIOG 3Y} IggI Uy *(‘soueT) ‘g-y eUA]-JepuUN-uUOIYsyY Ui “sui peeysiey jo wed pue “su} 
Aajkeig jo yied “su} pjeyurynqg jo zed pastiduioo ‘L££gr ul payeiodioour “g'yy aspriqéyeig (3) 
*(1£61 ur £F ‘dod) -g’D uoyapury jo Wed epnjoul 0} papuezxa se “g’D uojsoIds gf61 uy (s) 


gz ‘dod) ‘g’d eureg umd MorIEqsaIOO;A, epnpour 0} papuajxe sea “g’D uoysoIdg z6gr Uy (1) 
‘(1061 ut gz ‘dod) ‘g°a JoupeYy epnpoutT 0} pepuazxe sea ‘g’d projiauiog L6gr uy (b) 
-(1£61 ut £6 ‘dod) *g*Q euroyjsaded epnyour 0} papuaixe seM ‘g’D uOsUIPpIS g£61 uy (d) 
“61 ‘9 ‘OLA O Jo Sasodind 94 JoF ystred & suINdaq YIVg YOrmyoys (0) 
“1Sgr ur LgE 0} pajdarIoo seM oInsy sIyy, (U) 
*66L se pauInjar ATSUOIM Sed “g*Y YOIMIOYS IOF [BIO oy IEgI uy “(AfeAy 
-oadsaz 9g pue tt ‘dod) ‘su} pooms3ury Joy epeur atom suinjei ajviedas 1fgI pue 1zgi Uy (wW) 
‘dO Teyueddod syuoyy pur “gq "1 
Q@MoIZ 0} poirajsues} sea (1€61 ut oFL ‘dod) ‘g’a AysaIg umd uoWurIARYsS jo ped g£61 Uy ([) 
"d'=D Teyueddog syuojy url papnpour sem it F6gI UT pue 
“OTA MAID 01 parsojsuey sea (1061 ut +z6 ‘dod) Aysa1g wind uOjSuUTARYS jo ed cgi UT (4) 
*(16g1 ur € dod) ‘g’d snqomuy jo yied apnjour 0} papuaixe sea “g’D SyBO Uaaag Iggt uy (f) 
"g'=- Aaseyerny 01 (1£61 ut gtZ -dod) zed pue 
"d'A eyeAoZ Ur ‘ga eBueryH 0} parsejsues Suteq (1£61 ut 1€ dod) z1ed “EE61 paajossiq (1) 
"d’'-D uoyIoyY pue “g°d Aqiry seq, pue ayxvpAoP 
0} parrojsuedy orem (Iz61 ut g pue Sz dod) *g’a aissepy [[eyysnes jo syed pue “g"d aIssejAy 
yeysnes 0} parseysuvsy sea (1z61 ut £6 -dod) -g'd Aqiry isaA\ pue sye]Aoy jo vied £161 uy (y) 
"'s'g'— TTeysnes apr] pue ieei1n jo uorun 9y} wioly grOI pazearD (8) 
*“(1£61 ut +6 pue ‘Zgz ‘SLo‘r AjaAoadsai -dod) s*g°D YIoPseu A, 
pue ‘uoj]q ‘TeMperg jo sjied apnpour 0} pepuaixe sem “g’Q puke “G’~A YSeqpues gf61 uy (Ff) 
*(2) aJ0u ‘aAoqe 398g (2) 
"69£‘g se pouInjor A[ZuUOIM sea ‘g°y Yoeqpues jo ‘dod ay} IzgI Uy (Pp) 
“1ZgI 
UI pouInjer sea ‘dod szr jo yred aay “g°y YSIMA[PpI]\] O1UT papuazxa “su asea7] “YJeOYpNY Fo 
sjuejiqeyul + pue Li Ajoatjoadsar opnpour “g°y yoeqpues Joy sjej0} 9y} ILgI pue izgi uy (9) 
*"d'<= Aassayy uodn uorysy epnpour 0} pepueixe sea “gD a]eS gf61 ul pue (1z61 
ut €LL‘Z :dod) ‘q’q Aeasiayy uodn uojysy epnypout 0} pepuarxa sea “q’~) ayeG Of61 uy (q) 


a a 


‘(1061 UT 
gt 
ISg‘E 
tlo‘e 
"MW eSprqséyeig sag £gE*L 
eegl LEr €St Soz Soz gtz toz fez PE go = pris tyes 
28 gor 611 +11 gzI gil oft Str Te obeingsreeacoe 
gtt $gt pets t£og €zQ zSQ 989 Log ZOQ @ & alae is wep weet 
1gI ogl «gtl 062 Fiz 161 goz toe © On carga aan 
xV61 oz ggz oLt z61 €g1 SFI Lg1 EST cece eee eee 
SChCl Aquy pue yog aiouIsay[q 22S gs 68 (oy A 
"d= Wad ‘AauuBIg 29g EZ g2eV gi gz FI 
bLo‘L ESQ‘E eee eee ee eee 
IEQ‘I I CEL°zt ee 
glz‘L 
Sog‘zz LrO‘Iz ,IvS‘ze Ifgthe gizSe E1S‘g9z Elo‘Le Eglfgoz Hgt‘gt EzE‘SI 
ere ZSE Eze EEE. Igt eLe bey zit EGP be cieirisiers)aies ina 
vzz ofz sQIz Loi gL1 ZLi Lgl 1961 Ir tees aaa 
fzz giz Ltz ftz glz 4 viz 6tz EL re ii sie 
ggi toz ogi zgI Lg1 zLi S61 oz giz SAonodnee sce 


yied yeini 
‘as 
espriq4jeig ur ied 
‘a's AefAvig ul ued 
q(Jo Hed) "q°—D AFIAFLG 
‘d= Ninoy ‘adkossTd¥YLsS 
"d'<D Nanug ‘quodaTdvls 
"d'D ATIadVLS 
"d’D INYOHINYLS 
"d= FILL] ‘APNNVLS 
"dd LvaUy ‘AINNVLS 
wd OD put ‘dd a MOINVLS 
(jo ued) *g’d ATIAVLS 
(go 11ed) 
‘d’'D aialaNrnqd 
a(Jo Hed) “gD 
aNA’[-udNN-NOLHSY 
3d'D F6gI Woy pue 
"GIN 16gr wos ‘(16g1 
[Hun Jo ued) “qo 
pue ‘g'J\| JOAIUGATYLS 
"dD MOLsanAdS 


‘ab “gy UlArey, Jo neg 
“AD “gy UIAIR, Jo neg 
“a‘D “gvy AinqungAAA jo eg 
‘ab “gy weyuearg jo peg 
‘AD “gy ayo1g jo neg 
‘AD “qr y eyo1s Jo yeg 
gi of £1 gi ZI oI 
‘A’D “gy syepuepsuo7y url wreiojyy jo eg 
“ab “gy Hodyp01g jo peg 


‘dd (‘soueq) cud qJ-ispun-uolwsy jo ueg 


‘a'b “gq7y Ainqung Jo 11eg 


. eee ee “A‘b ay YOIM2[ PPI yo peg aE NOLSOUdS 
“GIN 3938249 20g ‘d'D pur 

‘dda NOLHONOg TVLIdg 

ee . eee *“A°D 3 ry AimquerM pue u0pYy jo neg a aNnnog 


OW Net eC Br a Cac) 


“a‘b “gy Ainqisy jo Heg ‘dD SHLOOg auOrTEaIWOG 


231 





*d'=D Aapteqqo ue ’d ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ © Min) /s) e-0))n) oer e tp e6 le) 416) ©) \e lilo) 6 
re ieee | ger Sber 6081 = ES1'r 
‘dD stuuseq yory v0g ,LE HEFT TSS 
6+ + gs 6L 0g 0g Ae) <6 L6 SLE 
61+ 6LS £g0'r ILe ZSe grt o1f g6e g6f RG ro ro 
‘d' UoysuIqeg seg Siz 6Lz Ogz £9z gSz the tense sels 
n491 Sgr +L IOI 88 tL L9 gs of sae Sco 
gst Fgi 6zz £1z Sze I1z 161 goz L61 cecal pee 
"d'D AqiiqM 925 4t9 
"d'D P9018 99g bg 
‘dO amaryT ‘Aouuri¢ 99S =—s«10z 
"d'D wary ‘Aouurjg 90g) «Sg 
vis 
90S‘9 shgg‘g rblo‘g )—thg’h = bgg‘h = yOLEh yf bS'z parsslisiel'si : 
St eI ZI oz gz vz gz Iz Se oy Cais 
dSQZz 6S1‘or S£6‘1z 
Lol‘€€ @)6 6/6 (eae 8) © 
$6z‘9 S02: 9) @ (6.61 @, © 
ersss eee ee eae 
£oo'Sh Lzg‘6€ 
L£19°96  LLO‘L6 yofhb6 ,L6g‘gh LOz‘LE 
Coh'St ggtS1 zSe‘b1 
oOIrEI ,obg‘or ggt‘gt 
ZZO‘OL 
g45‘9 
ProOEI EPS*cHI OSQ'IbI OOF'SzI ,GOEEzI gzgg‘gor L6g‘gL Egz‘oL 
‘d'D YoutaM 99G §«zor‘e 
‘dD uo suTyIOT, 99g ~=—-19z 
"dD Modyo0jg 90g 4 1£6'6z 
“‘d'=D Aopum0y 99g ybog‘t 
‘dD uowwayo sx0G gg I £ 
"d'D AmnqioN 2x0g)«16z‘1 
‘dO adiepy 2eg 40o1'y 
“MIN OpPAH 999 4 fez‘r1 
‘d'D Hodypojg ‘sjjeyoig 225 44146 
‘dO PrPeyurngd 22g 46z£‘9z 
"d'D Asi 226 418% 
‘dD uo\suruurig 99g yzbo'S 
‘d'f Aojruoy pure Ainqperg ur *g'g Ainqpesg 90g ¥9O0S°E 
“dO Teyuresg 99g ,096‘1 
6+0'96 
‘dD YOUON 99S Iz Lz ze gt LY Sz Sano on so 
r46r 96x «6r 186r r26r r16r ro06r x6gr T9gr IL91 


‘d'D uoyMaN 99g 2t POE INCIN eC Y OSCHICIR TAC Sat fa MCC Jet CCE SN) CHR THOS ECE d HCUITE OCH ar. CR CIRCE SI 


8) (a) 0) (es) e/a, © 6) (@) b8) 6 (6) 18).0) 14) 88 01's 


‘ab “g'y YPIMaTppr! Jo Heg 


‘Ab “g'D sag [JeuMog pure ‘gy MO[SUTTIAA Jo Ie 


a:18) (q)@ +6) 9 5s (6, \9: (0) wllel s/o) teie\lt 


SECC MCAC Cer dut iy rd Cana Clu MC CCR Cat reese CRC 


Mi A)/¢.@,10).4 )¢!\e. wie) \e\\6. abe |e) ¥2)\mi ao 


G6 16, 161,@7 16118" Je) 0/10) /a:6 718118) 1s) eh 


DCO iv oer ceric are O8Girs 


COSC CHUBCEG ia MONON (Cun -Oar cn) < aeOet 


Cy oY a a40IG Jo Kg 


09 «94 Cah, t9 98 8, 1¥) (6156146110! wim, . ur 
*suj AqiIY AA Jo red 
“dy weyiseq sag 

ZOl £6 mG IOI 621 gil OzI 

toz LL1 £9g1 10z ez 6722 £oz 

SQ gs €s ze gi gI ZI 

1th zor 66€ goe 19t I9f See 


‘AD “gag uojjddy put ° 


ClO CHONCHC Mn iar aCenatwirets CaciOMClicy hacer 


Erg‘ob SLi1‘or 


dV eID “YUoMpng jo yeg 
“* ab “q'y sedjeyy jo yeg 


‘a’ “gy Wodys01g jo 31eg 


"ab “gry a1pesyD jo 331vg 


“ab “gy Hody903¢ Jo Jeg 


xP Ore SEQ‘E vo6‘E = g zgh‘E Fog‘ Fot‘1 alt 

%81Z gse Ste $gz £62 Sz giz 
QrLio€ §=40QS‘o€ yIEr'gz 469bSe yozli1z — SbS‘L1 ofgt1 
gor't Fol‘r Soh‘ 06z‘T TOIT: S10‘1 Szg 
Loz Aas HSE 1eh 10+ £6r IS€ 
Soe-r gg 30g 149 Ogg ISP z6S 
Qeece gss°e zgr‘e gL9‘z gtg‘z bSz‘z 1f0°z 

CCL EL 69S‘11 OLVor ytbr‘L Sse’ gog‘t £go0‘1 
098 Sog 6bL 10L 6bL gLz‘1 692‘ 

£5662 = gibh‘gz = FOE‘zz_— sg. 1Q.‘F1 g60%S ESoE LEL 
Sgz‘z Szz‘~ 161‘z x llo%~ Sooon Sip‘ S66 
gbess foe's tetas; Lg 6‘ Fe1‘z SoL‘t 068 

ye Qor‘e 166‘z I0€‘€ Lez o10'z goL‘t gSe‘1 
S19‘I gos‘t g6e‘1 10h‘t 6SE‘T PEI EfO'r 
$00‘96 Ecr‘16 = p10f‘bg 019‘99 LS6‘th TIv‘SE PHE ‘gz 


IQ9I 


IS QT IP9T 


‘ab “g-y uroouny jo yeg 


IZ9r 


TI9t 


‘dD NOLLAS 
ad’) TWALG 
‘d'D HOVIEALS 
"d'D NOLITELS 
"d'D NOLLAULS 
‘d'D NOLANOLS 
‘d'D DIOLS 
‘dD DIOLS 


(JO 341ed) *su} AGLIH AA 
*sU} AIOLS 
SU} ATLLIIT ‘AUNNVLS 
*SU} LVHUD) ‘ATNNVLG 
Vd V THOLS 
b'd'D Hiva}] NOLYOOLS 
‘dD NOLYDOLG 
‘GAY LyHodD0LG 
‘dD LkOdHOD0LS 
(JO 348d) ‘q’d aATavaHD 
(JO z1ed) 
‘dD NOLONINNIUG 
u(JO Hed) -“q-s"y 
pue ‘g"J\] LYOduDO0LS 
‘dD Lyo0dD0Lg 
‘dO Hsiaaay 
(jo q1ed) 
‘d’'D SIMON NOLVaPT 
(Jo ved) “g’D aIavaHD 
(jo 31ed) 
‘d'D NOLONINNIUG 
yd'O ‘9£61 worry 
‘pue ‘ga LYOdHDOLS 
*SU} HLANUA AA 
*SU} NOLONTMUO J, 
*Su} LUOdHDOLS 
“suU} ATTINOY 
su} NOLYAIIO 
*su} AUNGUON 
‘deys atduvyy 
*su} ddAP{ 
9°SU} 
LYOdMOOLS ‘STIFHOLA 
*sU} GTaISNINNG 
‘deyo AgIsiq 
*su} NOLONINNIUG 
*su} AUNdaIUNg 
*su} TIVHWVUg 
od V LYOdHO0LS 
‘dD WVYHXOOLS 


TOT 
a 


232 


“cal sO) Jeno 
C/A projsnuyy 0} porsoysuvyy svar (1£61 ur gr1 dod) ‘gD Aorsedng Aopqe J, Jo 31ed g£61 uy (3) 
“(1C61 
ut Z dod) ‘gg weyourA Jo 32ed opnjour 0} pepuazxe sem *q’D Torsezuy Aefquy, 961 uy (J) 
(1£61 ut 6z1 ‘dod) -g°d WeyouTULIayy opnjour 0} pepuazxe sem *q’D WeYyUII}0MG gf6I UT (9) 
"TO Moreg yA purl Jo uonsod jews ve pasuevyoxe *gq’d woWNG uUspfing £961 Uy (P) 
“qd wong UEplMsy 0} posrtoysuKN sem (1S6r ut 60z dod) ‘q'q eTooH Jo ysed HS61 uy (9) 
"qd uoWNG UapfiMyy 0} porrojsuvsy sem (161 ur 61 dod) *g’D a8RI[IA e[ooH{ Jo y1ed pue “q’D 
pue ‘q’—) FOOP 0} pestofsuesy sea (1£61 ur Iv ‘dod) *g’d uo WNg Uap]iMy jo yied g£61 uy (q) 
‘(A UsloounyY 0} porreysuen sem “g’D wo WNG Jo zAed Lg61 uy (Rv) 
(161 ut gL1 dod) *g’g uoIsITD Jo 37ed apnjour 0} pepudzxe sem “g’D uoING g£61 UT (Z) 
*“(1€61 ur 
zz ‘dod) ‘ga u0yng Jo z2ed opnyour 0} pepuazxe sem *g’D pue “g'IA] PleyseporyAl 961 uy (A) 
alo) IEBEEIELAN 
UI Papnypour sear “_*]Al P[eyseporyyl ur (1061 ur Lgg‘h dod) ‘q’D uoyng jo y1ed oy} VOgI Uy (x) 
“(1061 ur £$1‘1 ‘dod) -g’—d 2aq JJeuMog jo zed [ern oY} WIOIZ POY poyeor_D (mM) 
‘ab “q'a stuusq Yyovy YIM poyun sea “gD Yyortqnig 
zOgI uy ‘(16g1 ul zz ‘dod) yyvoypny Jo y1ed opnjour 0} popue}xe sem “gq°D Yyoertqnig Oggi uy (A) 
“poioje SVM *g'd SIOOT] 2] UOIUIOY,T, pue "g°Q 2Y0IG usemjoq ATepunog sy} £961 Uy (nN) 
‘dd q ue se pournjos ‘Asuuryg wary 
sapnpoxe (gb£) ‘g°y 9401S oF usars [e}0} 9Y} I-gI Uy “A*b “Quy WeyYseq Ul pournjer ATTOYM 
sem YoryM “suz Aqury AA Jo ‘dod ay} espnjoxs Ig pue IogI ul “q°y 2YOIG IOF speyoy oy,y, (3) 
“(a$61 
ut § dod) ‘ga yyweZyT WO}ID0Ig Jo y1ed opnpoUT 0} pepud}xe seM *q’D [[eyuodderyH puv (1S61 ur 
o£ dod) *g’a Tjeyueddery jo y1ed opnpour 0} popuszxe sem *q’D) WILE] UOWIOIG $61 Uy (s) 
"dD WeeP WoyyI01g 0} (‘soueT) “g°D U0}z 
-BuIIIv \\ WOIF poroysuesy sem (161 ut ggz‘t ‘dod) -g'_d noyIM Prozyoye’y Jo y1ed E€61 uy (4) 
“(1061 ut €FS‘z dod) -g-a uoxa[ddy jo z1ed wosz LOgr pajeorD (b) 
‘G'A YMoJpuryY peinzysuoo 
SEM ‘g°d YMOJpurLT] Joye] s1v9k omg pure “G'~ [[esdwioD poynzysuoo sem *q’D T[eysduroy zo6r 


Ul ‘C'Q Aowuoy pure Ainqpesg 0} posreysue1 sem (1161 u izg ‘dod) 1aputeutos oy} cO6I UT pue 
"G'-Q) Wodyp01g 0} parsrajsuery sem (1161 ut L61‘1 ‘dod) -q’D uo WuruUTIg Jo zed 1061 uy (d) 
*syoerieq yIodyo01g ul FEI sapnjour sinsy styy, (0) 

*su} AajasoyA] B]pvoyD pur ‘Aopexyng s[peoyo ‘uojsuruurrg jo ed pur ‘suy 

JAIOdyO03G “ZIA ‘soyD Url y0dy903g Fo y1ed oY} Jo ‘dod ay} 0} Joyor Ig—ISgrI OF samnsy oy, “(09 
yuoloue ‘souv’]) ‘g°y JoSoyouey\] UL ‘su} STIIONT UOJ] Jo Jed papnyour “g'[A] 31OdyD0Ig (U) 
*(8) aj0u ‘aAoqe 9ag (UW) 

‘(1061 ut gzS‘g ‘dod) 

uoj3uruutig pue “(1061 ut 660‘S1 *dod) afpeayD ‘(1061 ut ggo‘L1 ‘dod) st110yNy UoywaH :8°q’D Sur 
-MOJ][OF 9U3 JO “G"d) Wody90}g ur syzed oY} epnpouT 07 papusyxa sem *g'Dd Wodypo1g FOgr UT (J) 
*(y) a30u ‘aAoqe 92g (4) 

“(1861 ur 1$1 ‘dod) qq 
Aagptwo0y pure Ainqpesg jo y1ed apnpour 0} popusrxe sem “g'd pue “g’D Wodyooig zS61 uy (f) 

*QAISUO}X9-09 BUIBI9q SNY} *g’D pue “g’D 

ay} pue ‘YsIppay pUue SLIION UOJeeTY JO S'g’d 24} Opnypour 0} pepuszxo sem “q’D pue “g’D Hod 

-yooig g£61 uy ‘P£61 oy UoIsuaxy 310dy901g sy} Jopun (1£61 ut zZg dod) -q-D puke -q'y Tey 
-WvIg puUe dAOID) [ozeET JO J1ed opnjour 0} pepusixe sem “g'D pue “g’D Wodypoig Sf61 uy (1) 

*souR’y 

“qc IoysayoUR]A, UL PopNpoUr seA SIIION UOJOF] JO Jopureussr oy, ((1z61 ut grg‘or dod) “q’D 
pue ‘Cf SION uozwopy JO yed JoOYIINJ & apNpouT 0} papuazxe sem “G"_D WodyD0Ig E161 Uy (y) 

‘(1161 ur 6g1‘F pue 

‘oS6‘L ‘L61‘r ‘18 ‘of dod) s‘g’a [[eyWerg pur sAOID jozepT pue ‘ajpeoyD “uo}SuruuIIg “SIIION 

uozeazy ‘Ainqpeig Jo sjied apnypour 0} popuszxe sem “g'd pur “g’Dd Wody0}g puv “oo -urWIpE 
*souv’y ul Aprout0j “gq’a) pue “CFA YSIPpoy epnjout 07 popusjxe sem “g-|_ WodyI01g 1061 uy (8) 

‘oo JUaTOUR *soueT UT A[IOWIOF “gd SIIION UozaPy Jo Javed papnyour 
IT '88gi oy JUoUTUIBAON [LOOT 9y3 Aq *g’d WodyD0Ig pojnzsuoo sem “g’[A] WodyI0Ig (3) 

*Ajaatqoodsor 

Lzg pue €zg se poywuUIysa sem soyep osoyy 3 ST[eYyo1q Odyo01g Jo ‘dod 9y3 ISgrI uy “aYIed0} 
pouinjor sem s]foyoyg yodyooig pue sijeyoyy uoyIoNY Jo ‘dod ay} 11gi pue 1ogr uy (a) 
“zgzbg sv pouinjor ApJOoIIOOUT sem *g*W WOdy903g Jo ‘dod 9y3 17gi uy (p) 
*(2) aJ0u ‘Mojaq 99g (9) 


a 


‘'d'D wouppy eG gS 
"d'< Aoptodiey, seg «=f ve‘1 


gss 06S 909 Fos mes Lov gsr *su} NOLNIM.L A) 
CLEL ILI‘ VII'T S66 008 104 tLg *su} AUTUOdUY, J, 
Zre Ore I0f off S1¢e SQz blz *su} NOLHSQAY 
Sov zes SZo zos LLY 69£ ogt *su} NOLYY 
LLS*z ZEQ‘e gbS‘z 16£‘z €z1°2 ZSQ°I 998‘1 ‘dV AgGTUOdUy, J, 
jel /siiel/alie in veilsne)te).e e’e.(e) 6 in OO AO oO ceoed Dt cen oD Oo Dat ‘vb “gy dursysoy jo peg ‘q'-d NoradAS ATIAV 
eiicikel oiteiielis: lel e/tolalfcmetalleietisieasme Star siletier eieteiettn ‘vb “gy yeerg ‘YyIompng jo 1eg ‘q'- NOWAINT ATTY], 
Dele fe! wie Sue tele se ieiie OiVioiie) elke its) ) ailet\sellafiel(alalieilel/s\iej ie “ab “gy wreyuaeMsG Jo peg ‘qd WVHNELLIMS 
L£gt 00z 6cz Lye 6Sz Lez Lez *SU} NVHNG.LLAMS 
€or IgI 161 vL1 gLI eL1 6L1 *sU} NVHONINUAY] 
oSt Igt och 1zb Sty oot git ‘dV WVHNGLLEMS 
ee elsieliohaltattatteieliciicitel-alversireitallai'siielienstre)conelaiiensiielelsiieleia ‘ab “gry weysegq jo weg ‘1d FILLY ‘NOLLaAS 
fz~ Lee ogi Cou TS ozI gst ‘d= pue 


‘d'D worysny 99g 99k 
"d'= uowy v9g «SOF 
ZSQ°Z 
oLf zge sggt 69r och gLr £64 19h 2S Vee aces lan chee 
611 36 yOOr oll ozI gti 6z1 ost 611 FoaeG.910 So © 
Qgz vie Size oS 691 QI gg IL OL eee 3016 
‘dd weyuonemsg 90g «= L61 
"q’'c-) weyouruntoy 99g 007 
LOE 
Gh) |e? 
‘d'A Mog s1sursaypqy seg «= gSz‘z SEoQ‘r AT 6o01'I F60‘1 999) ee o0'0 
p099 BTL geht tor ggt LOE Lv 69z Lgi bez 
lO) (BE 
'C'N Hog e19wseT[q 99S 4229 izt tit L6E C6 g£& cee emcee see 
gave) ecZL 2499 esr LOE 60h Sor ILv LLE Oe 
got‘ O1f‘t 
ogo‘S Sgt‘S 
D257 OLO Ce QvOrd gzr'1 S6z1 LSE TAGE OUISO) TAO) TOP ROB oe 








‘d’V Ngaqny ‘NOLLAS 


‘ab “gy weyiseyq Jo weg 


‘d'< lvMiy ‘NOLING 
‘Ab “gy w1oouny jo peg 


‘dO NOLLAS 

yied [eins 

“HIN Ploysepory]Ay ur jaed 
‘dD NOLLAS 


3: site) fe) '9! el 'e1{e) #18 9) 10) (66 ie)\e vm ‘soe 610) © 616) 06.0 1610 


‘Ab “gy Ainqjsoig jo weg 


2:33 


61z 6fz2 


06z 6Lz 


x91Z Sez ze ggI 


‘EWN Uo;urqeg 99g 49gS 
el Q) Me 
‘AN Hog s19usay[q 90g 4264 
1D) PESUES TT 8S 
‘d'O Teyueddery 20g 608 


‘dD 


oF 
009‘ 


alZ1Qt 
os OL ‘ze 


zelt 


LI 
Loi't 


LOv‘F1 
oor't 


sof 


ay 
6r0‘T 


gog‘F1 
SoS‘ 


SD woyuryiy) pue 
‘Aajiodie J, ‘uoyysny 39S 





IL6rI 


ee 









IQ61 


IS6r 


Iv1 
16L9 


By 


goo‘r 


6Lz‘E1 
ISz‘t 


TE6r 


F6z 


161 


g6s 
1g 


git 
zor 


SS1 
oLlg 


£9 
SSo‘r 


O6f‘E1 
CAAT 


Iz6r 


SLz 


gl 


Sof 


of1 


goz 


SFI 


<61 


LS1 


fz 


i's 9 ©. 6 Oe we ee) 6) 6 60 6 be 56 


"d'O SploquirmM ‘prioyery, ag +6 


Z0g 


889 
o0z 


L£1S 


oSt 


ggS * 
TaES) pue ‘AA AspeyA wns Agjspievax v0g y6S1‘1 


611 
ro‘! 


Lgi€x 
Lewy 


Sof 
60r 


tog‘z 





TGOn 


‘d'—D Stoojyy 9] UOJUTOY T, 99S 


‘dD proysdeyy vag 
‘dD Uoyy 2g ©goz 
‘dD IPH 943 uo weyung 20g 


LYS Lav gSh 
S39 tbl 1Z9Q 
gsi €L1 zgl 
Igh yOLL gor 
raat gsi IQI 
Zre got €1€ 


rao [PXBT, 99S 


Or Shr 
SL6 x ORO 


OzI 
SL6 


Casi: 
¢8 


eee 


Z9z 
Icr‘t 


‘DO MeYwouey eG ycgr'1 
‘dD Treyuewey, Aq uoyman veg 6z1 


‘dD MOTfog outogjoy 90g yzb1 


F19‘z1 
£6051 


Lgfer  ggi‘11 
£611 ble 

*d< ulAiey, 906 

"dO MoT ‘projeydeig vag 

‘dD uenig ‘projatdeig a0G 

‘dD YOMsplnoy] 99g 

id) TESST 225 

‘dD [29d wind u0VIOFY 99g 

‘dO [nqusxp0H 2ag 

[co SCOPPRGISSS 

‘dO PPYOOH YoOH0]D 29g 

‘dD uo1ing 20g 

lO) UB SEIS) 


gbr 


fgr ozs 
vSP'T 6IrI oS‘ 
eee ze HEE 
FOE 19+ Sor 
tro'e = zol‘e = 6g 9‘z 





IO69T I99r 


CEPT 


ZEIT 
gtz 
LY1 
St 
819 
IF 

gz 
Zhi 
$2 








IL9t 


bez gSz 
€1r gol 
goe 981 
$g Zol 
O61 giz 
oct ele 
£16 cade) 
ZSo'r £69 
#6 Le Soz 
6cE'I 3638 
ON Z36 
IZI £11 
gol Sor 
ZQT‘I Fort 
FLo‘t IQI‘I 
Stz gtz 
€S1 SvI 
SL QSt 
zvs 9z9 
or ce 
gt Chee 
Sgr 161 
goe o6f 
LL 66 
liv oft 
61f‘E DESSE 


I99r IS 9r 






gif 


5) es) STs lew! \s)_e1 shies ele 


IPST 


‘AD “q'y SIOOJ] 2] UOJUIOY,T, Jo y1eg 
LAX 


QII for III 

Ogi zZgl gS gS1 

£g 68 ZO gL 

O1z 6L1 Sgr Lg1 

eee got 6gz ogz 

£16 £Sg Log ZLL 
lie i'e ‘e's (ate. we letey wire ‘A‘b COE, u0}SONV jo yieg 
aceite ellalie\ wile iol eieiere ‘Ab “gry weyysey jo peg 
BWaveleld.o1s "A’b Coa YyoINyopoo A jo yeg 
@ jelle) siaieie erelsie ‘a‘b Con Ae urooUuNny jo weg 
sorts. cab “ay ureysurure A Jo weg 
ofa; anetele: s: © © 0 © el ece ‘A'b “gy [exe], jo weg 

fob Ich Lgz Szz~ 

tgI Itz ZQI ogl 

Lgs Z99 69+ Sge 
Reese) «teieimpalve “A‘b aa dUIOYISOY jo yeg 

sie Sut ss ‘a‘b “gy [[equoney, Jo yieg 

346 sf 899 909 

L9 SZ 99 6S 

96 98 st 1g 

pIvI‘'t gio‘r 608 grL 
Seka) Won Oo ‘ab FRG UIAI® J, jo weg 

ozo‘ ZZO'I 1z6 gg 

tz €gz tbe T1z 

OST ggz gor IQI 

ogI ger SZ1 cae 

gto gos LSS 69+ 

gt gt 6€ gf 

Se ge ob It 

£oz ebz etz £91 

10+ Bge cle glz 

+g gL LL 1f 

Sor tit Sof Zve 

S1v‘e wm9Qr‘e oz1‘e Ego‘e 


‘Ab “C'S'y pue ‘gy Aaprodie yz, Jo weg 


IE9TI 


IZgr 


——$—$—$<$<—<$—<—<————— 


II9r IO§t 


«(961 

Tun Jo yd) ‘qa 
pue ‘q'd'y GOOMdvaNH J, 
‘dD SHOOJ, AT NOLNUOH J, 


*SU} SCIOMIWIAA ‘CYOsdVE I, 
*sU} SHOOJ] AT NOLNUOH J, 


"su GUOASAV}] 
*su] NOLTY 
*suy 
THY FHL NO WYHNOQ 
‘dV SYOOJ, AT NOLNUOH J, 
‘dD HONOY NOLNUOH J, 


‘dD WACTIHD ‘NOLNUOH J, 
‘d'D TIVMONINT, 
‘LOD VIVMTSH I, 


‘d'O NOLLAY, 
‘dO TWXVL, 
*su} ATIVHM 
WOO AdIsauvaz 
*sU} TVXV,], 
‘AV TW, 
‘dD NOLLV J, 
‘dD TIVHNGLLV J, 
*su} TIVHNALLY J, 
“suy 
TIVHNALLV,[, AI NOLMAN 
*su} MOTTIAG ANYOUTO 
‘dV TIVHNGLLY I, 
“AU ONIAUY LL 
‘dD NIAUV, 
uSU} NIAUV J, 
*su} HTNOY ‘aquodaTdv¥Lg 
*su} Nang ‘GuodaTdVLG 
*su} HLYOMSA TNO 
*sU} TIVSTAY 
*su} THaq WOO NOLYOP{ 
*SU} TINHNAMOOFY 
*su} Nodanq 
*su} GTdIAOOP] NOLLOTD 
‘su? NOLUNg 
“su? NOLHSY 
“dV NIAUY 
‘dD AITIOdAY J, 
‘dO NOLNINLA 
‘dD AITUOAUY I, 
‘d'O NOLHSOAY 
‘dO NOLVY 


wd'S' AqTUOaUy J, 





234 


‘ST’ propery, SploquiAy pur “przoyery, 
OPP ‘propyesy, pig jo saliepunog oy} Ur sasuvyo [enynur [Jes a1aM a19y} £9Q61 uyT (8) 
“(1061 
ut gS -dod) ‘qd 130], Jo 11ed opnpour 0} papue}xe sem *g'd puke ‘q’~) psojsinuyy g£61 uy (Ff) 
*9AISUD}X9-O9 JUIRING 
sny} ‘gq’ pure ‘G'e WISIMIULT, pue paajossip arom s‘g'a Aapeyy pue AvjsioyePZ g£61 uy (a) 
*(‘soue’T) 
"d'— Aejssoj, 0} postoysuevsy sem (1061 ut Ev9‘1 ‘dod) ‘g’D apsimjury, Fo zed F6gr uy e) 
‘OO ‘UIUUpe “SOUT UT pozenzis sem “gd a]ISIMjULT, Jo yAed 16gI UT (9d) 
‘dd pure ‘dn AeH O2 (1£61 ur g ‘dod) 11ed pue 
“Td pure 'q'Q weyournyy 0} pertejsuvs Suteq (1£61 ut zLo‘Z ‘dod) i1ed ‘gf61 paajosstq (q) 
“(1£61 
ut gz ‘dod) ‘q'¢ [[eusvay ouojs[iy, Jo y1ed apnyour 0} papuayxe sem “gD Ainqung gf61 uy Os 
*pazenzis Ajied a1aM Ady) YOTYM JO Yova ur ‘ATaATIDEdSar S'g°y 
Aqiryy 1S9M\ pu YOINYOPOOMA JopuN pourInjer ATTOYM atom Aqsvaig, pue Aqiy Ivgi [WQU_) (Z) 
‘AJUO *S}UT[,] UI SuIog se pouInjer seM poomdvoaiyyT, I+gi [QU_ 
"9691 WIOIJ ‘OD ‘UTWIpe *sayD UI pepnyour ATJOYM sea puke GI °d “OIA Oz Jo sasodind ay} oy “g’a B 
powsep sea 4] *(SIUIP.{) porpuny Io[Av]Ay OUT pepuszxe YOryM *q° gy ue sem poomdeaiy,y, (A) 
AGT O) SIAN [Qk 
‘ayoyg ‘AouuRIG 9pII7T 0} potiajsuesy o1aM *g’d) SIOOJ\] BJ UOJUIOY,T, Jo syied pure “g'd sIOO;Ay 
9] UOJUIOY, J, 0} potiojsues} a1oM S*g’D UIATa\A pue ‘ayoig ‘Aouueyg af331’] Jo sjred €g61 uy (x) 
‘TW Uoisurgeg 01 poliojsurs} sem *g’d YSsnoP uozuIOY,T, ‘petoye snyy, *(1£61 ut 
g ‘dod) j1ed r19y}0ue spNjoUr 0} pepua}xe sem °C’"~) [PITA Ul “g’d UoARy, pue (1£61 ur tr “dod) 
"dD YsnoyY uozsIOY,T, Jo Wed opnpour 0} popue}xo sem *g’d o}esyIVg und uoJsaNy E£L61 uy (M) 
arial ee 
dIIUISI]][Y 0} Porsoysuvsy seM *g°d oy} ‘poeseyye snyy, “(161 ul zh1 pue Lr Ajaanoodsar aadiean 


uojOOFY pur wivyyseq jo syed spnpour 0} popuszxo seM *g'd IOUIIOZ oy. pue “q'~y UOISUIGeg 
Ul ‘gq’ Wey\sey UI popnjour sem (1£61 ur z ‘dod) ‘gd uojUIOY], JopyryD jo zed E£61 uy (A) 
*gf61 Ul ‘g’d [[eyueddery YIM poaqrun sem [[eM]OU,T, ‘potez[e snyy, “(‘soue’]T) ‘q°y UoIsuUIT 
-IBA\ UL *g’d UOW[OOM 0} Posiojsuvsy sem (1€61 ur € ‘dod) ‘q'd ][eMypou,y, Jo zed C£61 uy (n) 
"dD profyoje’T 0} patsojsuesy sem (16gr ur zi ‘dod) ‘gd [[eMjeu, Jo wed Fegr uy (3) 
“(£61 ut PEI -dod) *g°D uoJsOy, aPpNnypour 0} pepuszxe seM *q’d U0Ia], puB (IE6I1 UT 
oz ‘dod) ‘q’d 09], JO J1ed apnyour 0} papus}xa sem “gq°d pur “G'~ YOIMoIpprIyy 9E61 uy (Ss) 
‘Cqr9q) ‘dD JeueENO 
joddqQ uoisurjiepy 07 (1£61 ut gz dod) z1ed pue “g'g pue ‘q'Q epiug Asjey AA 03 “(161 ur gbg 
*dod) yaed “g°d Ysnoporeo0gp]I AA 0} petteysues Suteq (1€61 ur Z ‘dod) y1ed ‘gf61 paajossiq (4) 
“IEQI Ul OgO‘T sv paUINjar A[SUOIM se “g°y [[eyusNey, Jo ‘dod oyy, (b) 
‘AU UAIeT, 01 “G'Y Je3seyD Wor portejsuen seM “g’d uoJsIIYD jo yred pure “Cy IaIseyD 
01 "CY UlAIe , Wor portioyjsues atom s’g’d UIAIV], pue spunwipy u0j0_d jo syred €g61 uy (d) 
‘d= UlAIB], 0} portsojsues o1aM s'g’¢d [[NyYUeyDoPY pue ‘spunuipyY u00— 
‘uojapsIIyD jo syied pue “q"y JoysayD 0} porsojsuety sem “qd uTAIvy, Jo zed Eg6r uy (0) 
*IP-10QI *SU} UTAILT, JO 3¥Y} YIM pouInjor sem *g'g'g SAoP{ S,1011g Jo ‘dod ayy, (U) 
“IZQI Url Sere sev pouInjer A[SuUOIM seM *“g°y uTAIVy, Jo ‘dod ayy, (Ww) 
*“(1£61 ur 6 pue gt AjaAMoodsar 
‘dod) s‘g’d U0JUDI-) pue u0jey Jo sjted apnpour 0} popus}xe sem *g’d Aopiodiey, g£61 uy (1) 
‘d'< Aopsrodie T, 0} porreysuesy 
sem (1£61 ul 6 ‘dod) ‘g’d uoJUDI- Jo y1ed pure “(1£61 ur +g pue ‘gS “61 Ajaatjoodsaa ‘dod) s*g'a 
uolysny pure ‘uojeq ‘olawejaq jo sjied spnypour 0} popuszxe sem “gd UOJUTIIQ, 961 UT (4) 
‘dD uoUPIL-) 0} pestojsues sem (161 ur +g dod) -g'a uoiysny jo ied gf61 uy (f) 
‘dD wou 03 (1£61 ur gS dod) y1ed pure “gq'a Aajtodiey, 03 (1€61 ur 
git dod) y1ed “gq’d uozYsny 0} pessojsues Sutaq (161 ur LLz -dod) y1ed ‘gf61 paajossiq (1) 
‘g£6r paajossiq (Y) 





sQO1 Sor C71 €L 98 98 06 £6 L6 
3t6£ 6Sb gre £9z Tac blz ggz $ge the 
g0€ ge gt os gs €s 09 99 09 
‘d= pure -q'n [eywetg pue scorn jezepy 999 +62 bbz 
SZ gi 811 FIZ ZgI Lg1 g41 goz eL1 RIOR 
gs LLY 6gr Szs Sos brs Ses 1S ozs 
*S6QI Joqye satysdorysg uy FE Sz 
ogt‘1 OfVI \ gvOer oz0'z 1Lo‘z £61‘z Sor‘z 
‘dO 
pue -‘q'y apsimyury, vag «= Z6E‘T ofS‘t BrgI pzzg‘I gi1Z Zvr'' 
‘dD pve GIN PIES pue 
“a2 pute ‘an eeH “d'D} qogo4 Egz‘ry ob60'r SIZe 19b‘z ana 
pue ‘q'p weyouripy 99S 
ZII 66 2grl gti ggI SL1 $gI Zoz Orr 
6gh ger LLE LYE gge Zge oct Sof ogt 
‘d'<d uois[Ly, 99g «HE KZQE 
"TD uowerg veg §=SL +6 
‘dd woviopj 99G-Ss«EZI ZI 
"d= uoyerg seg «CEI II 
"d'<d uepieg 99G = goz 
12L L1g 
"dA [eUIM 99S _~—O1z Loz ger Ivt Str SLL SM TIA Ra Bat 
‘d'=d uojsejsmyy, 9G = IZI €z1 
6 Sze 
"d'< Aqseatg 90g «Iz v1 
ISt zgI 





‘AD “gy SIOOJ] 9] UOJUIOYT, Jo eg 
‘Ab “gy [[eisweg jo neg 
‘Ab “ay [ewsursyd JO He 
‘Ab “gry Wodys0ig jo eg 

‘AD “gy plojsynuy jo weg 
“Ab “gy Ammqung jo y1eg 

‘Ab “gy woypny jo eg 


‘dD SCIOSNIA ‘CUOdIVE,T, 
‘DO ATMO “TIOsAVU,J, 
‘d'<= goamg ‘quodsva yl, 

‘d'D NOLONITUO,J, 
dO) HoL 
“d'D NOLYAALT, 
‘dD AVINALLLY, 
(d'd ‘9f61 wor 
‘puv) ‘Gy ATLSIMINIT, 


‘Ab “gy weijoyy Jo weg 9(16gI Ut 


‘Jo y1ed) *g’d AILSIMINLI J, 


‘Ab “g-y uopMog jo yIeg ‘('—- ATTN, 


‘Ab “gy Ammqung jo 1eg 
‘AbD “q°V UO}IS|LT, JO Weg 


‘d'dD VIVNUVE INOLSTL, 
‘d'—d NOISTLI, 


Ser osy S6E oLf b6z LSz *su} NOLSTI], 
tL +g Sor gol IOI tg "su NOLLAULS 
6£1 evi grr IvI gil III *su} NOLYOF] 
zI FI gI iz LI ez *su} NOLAVES) 
o61 €fz Loz S61 €g1 vz1 "su} NACUVd 
LEg £26 £48 ££g 114 66S ‘dV NOLSTL, 
oe ee wie seis a, ee) wl0 ele 6 te Chie MCMC a TOR “a‘b COR u0j}se}siny J, jo Weg eat) NOLSV.ISUOH J, 
36 VII <6 Liat £9 ZII *su} NOLSV.LSUOH, J, 
Sze gz -- “= — — (jo 14ed) ‘su AgUT 
61 gz oe —- — — (Jo q1ed) *suy AaSvaUy 
Zvi ggl 26 Let £9 ZIl z' dV NOLSVLSanH, J, 


235 





L6z‘r fzs gLr 6Lb Sts ges get wILe PRR POI ORCI Oe Gia titi oe: b 
‘dT’ UopIOARMA 99S QQE LES LSE 
‘dD Apxnyy veg) ogz €Sz Loz 
‘d'D uoney 99g zgI gti tor 
ggé get 834 
SQLS €L6‘E L69‘z tel 61b‘z 
(aad Siz nO61 Siz ikea Lye giz tgz ozé GOO ODACIS Ooo Ho odOen Sed 6 
‘dD weysurune\y 99g «= zob gse feb 
"dO wonsy, 99G = gg oLt L61 
‘dD uojysopy 99g yL1z oLI Loz 
‘d'D uoyy 99g = FOS Los bry 
6gz‘1 So7‘r DLE 
69h £18 ts 
906 €zo'1 SLI 006 1£g ZzQ +6E glt IS€ . elieiietieleiivile eee eee oe 
Loz 6fz Sgz oti 1Si +67 C61 to1 zS1 OC OOIAR eO CcuPEnS- Dene 
Lgz gze gle vSE OLE for fob git ger zSy ter 69h 
‘dD uoyeM vag SLI Zoz Coz Siz Szz gtz cialis) sie etoiis| olfelisitelisWestetelistiotisen aires 
PA OUCHRM Soci poor Un 8EGi' Vgggo't GIL) Gch gGy entrees Gee tae, 
gSo‘r Asien OFS‘T 
‘d'D woiSuruur\y 90g II . se eee poco on od Omuco 
%OL2°6 6g1't Loo‘z oF6‘t 
¥99S°OE = 6bLfoz §$6Egh1 otO‘L 
#959°8E I99'°gz EzE‘gr zI9g‘II 
"E'D Aoseypem oag FoS‘gL O6LSES 6zz‘EE zO6r‘Iz 
S1z‘L6 Goz‘for 69101 yQz9‘L6 608'06 
‘aS’ Aaseyemy 99S 4 1S6‘r Sih‘ SOIT 
"a'S'n Aoseyeny 99g 4 €z6'F fgg‘ x Vbo‘€ 
‘TS'l Aaseyyem 296 40L0%g Szg‘S yoor'h 
trOF1 Eziox 6£E%Q 
ber Si 661 6Sr ror ISt gli Ebr 991 aooob onus Don G-Go eteneirey eer asa 
Lgs ces LoS CEOS aD Gar Sewer . © (els: @ me ice) e 6) «le Cac Aagprodze yj, AVE Cowes sore SiclisMs vere ates mame ee 
Irv‘or ygoL‘L Ere‘g L99‘z Z6z‘% Sg OSS‘T 69451 ol ook CAVE) BD BU OS ONOS CSO OSC Onc OTC suk 
‘d= Aaseyye ‘ r P 
pure “g°9 | prose = ZE1't = goo'r gg /89 zz gors £6z Lez 
‘dD “mqiserg pur “q’'3 : nas: eee Meee 
pur “gr playsapoepy oe 1942 oSz Liz bez Szz Sgr 
dio) PUSS aEIN 
PPYsepovyAy pue “q'D} yGie gle gee Fol gLt tiga OO COO. Gir : SOOO CD O06 
pue ted uojsul|[og 99S 
Ebrz Cor gLI Lot gor OZI Err 6£1 €g1 ood oon tees 6 Chole 0.0 DIOS 
£L1 £g1 Liz fz oSz cSz gz gSz IZz tae Boies SOR? 
IL61I I961 TS6r IE6r TZOr IIOI IO6Or IO98T IS9r IL9r IS 9r 


Itgr 


‘AD “gy uopIARAA JO Leg 


bze £o€ £gz gre 
gtz Ltz Zz 961 
ost LS1 LY1 Cat 
ozl Lol ecg F6S 
Oso Oro aid “a‘b Dae WIeYySsUrIULie AA jo Weg 
zLe ggt SbE grt 
IgI oLt Jen o7l 
+g1 err zQI oz 
off 6LE LLE TEE 
Loi't —_gLo‘r Ibo'r 416 
SoooncoognGoo0 ‘Ab “gy Aeprepry jo ueg 
#) 5, «ae seis) #1) «v0 ‘ab “gry Ainqung jo z1eg 
ors 606 olt gor 
ais ele ele so vies ‘A'b aecias utosunY jo jeg 
O tc Oc ny Cc oe ‘A‘b (OAR uroounYy jo Veg 
©),0-4i6 0) /eielietens..e) ‘A‘b “TV weyisara\ jo eg 
%3ES thr obr blz 
ZIZ‘1 og Fiz ght 
496 SVE 6gz Ile 
LEL‘z 6g1'I £+6 £99 
aeons erates “A*b Come AinqunqAA jo peg 
tee “ab “gry Asjiodie y, Jo weg 
erates silejie) eve Play Os Pe s Aleyy 1G jo Ved 
161 fg £91 1F1 


ab “gy Ainqisoig jo weg 


‘wb “gy Ainqisorg jo Weg 


Siaiezs “ab Cos ee, yoeqpueg jo jeg 
‘AD “gry sede Jo weg 


‘wb “gy uo\suiqeg jo yieg 


“d'OD NOLUSAV A 
*SU} NOLYUFTAV MA 
*sU} ATIXNY 
*su} NOLLV]] 
“d'V NOLYGAV A 
a(jo aed) 
“MW NOLONTRUV AA 
‘dD WVHONINUV AA 
*SU} INVHONIWUY AA 
*su} NOLLAT, 
*su} NOLSOJAL 
*su} NOLT 
‘dV WVHONINUY A 
s'd'D FILLY] ‘auomiv Ay 
‘d'D Lvausy ‘auosmv Ay 
‘dO aIauvM 
‘dD pue ‘qv NoLunauy 
‘d'D UOlMadAg NOLIVAA 
‘d'D YOMsIN] NOLTV AA 
a'd'D NOLIVAA 
‘dD ALOOSUATIV 
‘d'<D AISVTIVAA, 
‘dD 
aaWoovds WAS NOLINOg 
‘dO aavosrT 
*9°s) C208 
wolf pue “_*JA OIOI 
Worf S'S’) AUSVTIVAA 
u'd'D pute “g’d AASVTIVAA 
*SU} AUSVTIVAA 
*suy 
adWOOVaS WAD NOLINOg 
*su} GUVOSI’T 
td WV AgSVTIV AA 
‘dO NOLYAHOTY 
‘dO NOLNINLA 
‘d'D NaLSHHO-AG-NOLd() 


id Pode 
daVaHNaMuIg Ad NOLd) 


"d'<D NoLdgQ, 
‘dD NOLONIYSHLAT, 


‘dO MOTWEM J, 

‘d'D AGTANIUS 
HLIM WVHONTHSO, J, 

‘A'‘b 

“gD pue IN peoy 
“Udy Ul “gq FUTWNVYT, 


I98t IE9r IZ§r IIgt IOgt 
—_—_—_——— a EEE Ee 


236 


‘diysp1oy weyroava A Jo syuezqeyur FI sapnyour sinsy siyy, (3) 
“dopeg ur Avy “q’y YoINYouUyM JO SOJT (J) 
‘q'<- uoiursepy 0} (1€61 ur zgz ‘dod) y1ed 
pue ‘gq’ pue q'Q Yyoeqpurg 0} parsaysues} Surog (1£61 ur bOb ‘dod) y1ed “gf6r paajossiq] (2) 
‘(1861 ut zg dod) ‘ga yos1ey MA Jo Wed opnypour 0} papusyxa sem “(["F) YOIMYION S$6r uy (Pp) 
‘(1061 ut £4 *dod) ‘g*ag yoorqdryg epnyour 0} popuazxa sem “q’D YorowyM zOgI Uy (9) 
"d'-D W01sa MM 
0} ‘Gy ewAT Jopun opsvomaNy Woy poroysues sem (1961 url € ‘dod) ‘gD Aepioieg Jo qied 
pure ‘(‘syeig) ‘G°y ewAT Jopun apjsveoman] 0} Pporttoysues} SEM *q’D) U0ISIMA FO yivd Sg61 ut (q) 
*potoye oom “g'd plopesy, Sploquury, pure *q’d UIAIOM 
useMjoq pue *g’d SIOOJ[ 9] UOJUIOYT, pur “g’d UIAIAAMA UsaMjoq sativpuNoq oy} £g6r UT (P) 
*LOQI Ul ‘g’<d T[eIsSdulo_ powwusl sem YSTYM Fo Jopuleulot 
ay} ‘(1061 ut €LL‘1 *dod) ‘gd YyyOUIE MA Jo yZed apnpour 0} popuszxo se@ “gq’—D epAH FOgI Uy (2) 
*s'q'd) uOISuIppnyD pue uozyY 07 
periojsuesy oom (1£61 ur zob pue £9 AJoarjoodsar *dod) ‘gq'D weysoavay Jo sjivd g£6r uy (A) 
“1Sgr saqze ysried yey) IOF [e10} OY} UT pouUINjor ose pue “Gy 
aieSoi1y A Ul oq 0} poze}s o1OM AriyspIOy WeYyIOAve\A puUe “SUZ LUVYIOAvAAA JO Syed IPgI JoIzy 
*sU} WIRY IARI YIM pournjor sem diyspso] wieyroAvop, ILgI pue ‘1ggr ‘I1gI ‘rogr uy (x) 
*(16g1 ut Z dod) ‘g-a uoxapstryD Jo 11d opnpour 0} papusyxe seM “q’D UOWOARM gst UT (A) 
“soUR'T 0} poliofsuRd] SPM “q*d pIOFYyIIeT Q6gI Ul pue ‘sayD UI papnyour ATJoYM sem *q°D 
T2MPYTL, BBQI UE “soo ‘uTUIpE Jo UONRaID ay} UG “T[eMJOY,T, PUB PIOFYOIe’T Jo ‘sui oy Fo syred 
ydooxa ‘oo JuaTOUR ‘soURT UT Av] 31 Jo ysoyA, *LPQI UT pazesodioour sem “gq'IA[ UO;UTIIEA (A) 
“(1£61 ut €1 dod) gq’ weysut 
-ulIvA\ JO Jed opnpour 0} pepuajxe sem *g’-d [[eyueddog syuoyy pur "gq" eM01Q Q£6r Uy (n) 


*6gO‘I sv pauINjor ATSUOIM se ‘g'y WeYysuTUTTE MA TOF [P}O} OY} IeQI UT Q) 

‘q'cd) prlopirwepy WM Tey] Jo red woz 1861 paywory (Ss) 
*(1£61 

ut gt ‘dod) ‘g*d projae AA yoIH Jo yAed opnjour 0} pepuoezxe sem “q"+) AapIoqqoyN 9£61 uy (4) 
*(‘soue’yq) ‘g’O Uo WurTIIE AA 07 (1f61 ut HEP “dod) 

ied pue ‘g’d UOIeAA 0} pottozsuvsy Sutoq (161 Ul gzo‘r ‘dod) z1ed ‘g€6r paajosstq (b) 
*(1£61 ut gzo‘r pue oor Ajaatoadsar dod) s*q°D Toltejuy oye pue 

asuvig, uoyy jo syed puv (1£6r ut S41 ‘dod) *q-D sJorredng uoyeM Woy gf61 poyeoig (d) 
“(1£61 ut £1 pue grZ Apaatjoadsar “dod) sg’ peoyuoymg Aq uoid¢) 

pue orsseyl [[eysneg jo sjied apnpour 0} pepuezxe sem “q’) pue “AD AoseyeA, €£61 uy (0) 
*(1z61 ut 6zoF pue or Ajaatjo0dsax dod) s*q'D 

UOJIOJA, PUR PIO Wd uO\sprg Jo Jed opnjoUT 0} pepusixe sem “g’D AoseT[eM gz6r uy (U) 
‘E161 UL “g’d B polNsuOS seM “g’[\] AeseT[eM 

‘$'g'd) aquuoovag WIND UO}[NOg puk pIvISY]T spnyoUr 0} pepus}xe sear “q’D AsseyTeM ZI6I uy (UW) 
*AjoATOodsar 

Lye‘€ puv ogi‘t se pauinjer A[SuOIM or9M “gry Aosel[eAA JOF spej0} oy} TEQI puv Iz7gr Uy (1) 
(1861 ur o1 ‘dod) 

‘da Jaisoya Aq uojdy jo y1ed opnyour 0} popuszxe sea ‘q’D pue “G7 Je3s9y) +S6r uy (4) 
‘G’- pue ‘g’o AoseremM 07 (1£61 ur Lr dod) y1ed pue 

“q¢ pue “g’o proyuoyiig 0} porrozsuesy Sutoq (1£61 ur LPS*e dod) y1ed ‘€€6r paajossiq (f) 
‘dg Ainqiserg 0} (1€61 ut g ‘dod) topureusor oy} pue 

‘ED pure “GIN Ppysepoeyy] OF possojsuvy Buroq (161 ur oLz ‘dod) ized ‘g£61 pesfossiq (1) 
"TD Pure “AW PPYseporyAL 07 (1E61 ur Cot -dod) ropurewos oy} 

pue ‘g’d pure ‘qq’: uo urTJog 0} pessozsues Suroq (1£61 ur ST dod) y1ed ‘g£61 paajossiq (Y) 


eee eee ee ee eee eee ee ee 


‘qd'-) wueyioavaM 999 =O +g Fey a ame MOR RB ARS aan ies A ra “q'v ureysoavan 99G (fo Wed) *su) WYHUAAVE 
2S) NAO 909 6LL 9£9 z6S Pe OLN CHC ear eOnt oCheGy CROCE COO DUMONT LarinOeCe Ce ars I9AO 20g (jo qaed) *suy YAAO 
"q’'¢- uowryry 99S ~=—-199 6£9 1+9 SL9 11g zgs gis 1fy *su} NOLUV]AT 
‘do eyureq seg «(ALI gL1 9gl L61 gél Loz SLI L61 *su} TIVHNUVG 
RENT eit 62ST 2Lg 606 6g4 169 8z9 "dW GLVORLINA 
"d'D T1X@MSIIM 99g «CII Lol £g 16 £g €11 ZII fol y SU} TIVMSUI AA “ZIA 
“(jo qed) ‘gq’ HOUNHOLIH MA 
Yara) Aquty pue 10g oIOUISE] [A 299 zg0'h g Lou's gght sia) chedexee: simceuiel cist atellenela. eve gsiietehelerelisiioieretsleueiehe teres ‘a‘b STV 2401S pue ueyyse gq jo eg 2S) AGLIHM 
‘dD uoisuryse oid Uae 
a re otupae oe s9Sh 1¢Z zo Sg9 928 HY ccs OND OSU ado Onn Oo an onc DOO OG nOOm bom OuiOr un ‘ab “gry yoeqpueg jo ueg ‘qd MOOTATH MA, 
or ps9 ‘ ZQ 611 Iti gfI Ivt ete LS aileuie’ sie tele. inj) ele) e. (67 ee) leet lel 'e((ele: wie lio: (ei i918! \0if6) (6,478) eine: |wileel1e 6) (@) 8 ue, ©) .e110) ‘A‘b Savi weyuoARd jo peg G29) IAIOUOLVYH MA 
“GP IAl P1OFSUT AA 299 A seatsial cistielinilstiedsiichielensiteialiele isle) ol eleléi(o/ e(epeleielelellershelie/ehamelie ene zeire) ‘ab Sai weYyUIARC jo yeg a) NOLUVH MA. 
6£1 Lex +S1 ggi Oz 61z FIZ ZQI tees OQ 00 © 0. OCU CS Od 5 5080 Cs010 O-01G 0/9 0.01 acto 0 GIDC Cache OO it ‘A‘b Sas I9AQ jo yeg Pre TIVHNALLAM 
gots ols trs ob Igs ofS Ly Sov 61S eee een ee iach Ce O-Carnoso roth ono ODED OAC Cy CBUiON OND. DIOS Oar Cua ‘A‘b on PNG Ainqungs jo weg TES) NOLSA AA 
rao pue “Gam uIOOUNY 99S xP QLSE gbzz Sri‘z CT 1sz 6SS%2 $391 Ee we) sales (66) \¢ 18) ei) e\6\e! e':e) ai0(0)|4.'9),4)16) 0 4; 8S. .0] (6 (Oe 6) 0.6) 6".0. 88) (01010 20 018) & ‘A‘b easy: uIOOUNY jo weg ae) NOLSA AA 
eo L11 6g €or L6 +6 +6 +6 Ay HOTT CUI 0 OLIGO DDI Cit Pane EO OO toe “A‘b Cra] S,P[eMsSO 49 jo qed ie) NIAUAMA 
Loi‘! qied [eins 
ZEOS ‘TIN epAy ut wed 
Fe) [Teqsdurog, pue EPS) opAy 209 ZLgS*z 6z1sE costs sce . ai euatol sich el eiervice ella lof eislieieirelisiivts\\sla/isiia'lsfelesie)e ‘A‘b Sa Ry yrodyo01g jo yeg PRS) HLANUA AA, 
9f65L vol'L ghge‘S 641° 111‘ 6g6°1 ZQQ‘I 19L‘t feLeZO BTR» ENG RS DRESS pictus ‘ab “gry caesar AA pure “g'y Ureysoava A Jo Leg "D'— WVHUFAVEM, 
“q'd WIYIOAvAM 99G ‘SU} WUBYIOAvAaMA 90G OSS ogs gczr zor *sU} WIRYIOARI AA 99S (1Sgr 103j7e ‘Jo 1d) 
diHSaduo’]T WVHYAAVAM 
*qT'c-) wieyqoavea\y 99g —-gS‘I ofS‘t 6L6 $£g BIg 6bL oZl‘I oFo'r x(1SQI Joie ‘fo 
pied) *su3 WWHUAAVE MA 
"T'dD WoosraT[B@M 99g OI 9 L 8 oI oI Ss L SU} ALOOSUATIV 
*d'- uosug 992g) g6 36 96 Sg z6 IZ 09 €s *su} NOISNO 
"d'— projuiey veg «LI gi Laas ck ae Sas trrses cay yeary ‘yyompng 99g — (Jo Wed) su} quodLavVH 
“d= uowuIppng s0g yoLt LIE git eSz Lhe ZQz LIZ ZIZ *su} NOLONIGdNZ 
"d'- uoymoig veg) Obh a4 gor VS I9f SSPv SSE L6z *su} NOLMOUD 
‘dQ uopy 2G 8 964r bor bev Zget SEE 10f £9z O1z *su} NOLOY 
E10 zgl‘z StL‘z g6S‘z TZE°% ogf‘z oz0'% 61Q‘I ‘d'V WVHUdAVE MA, 
G53) yequreq 20S 6£1 ene ac erelelersuste ote steels. eiieiavial io fallerte al sie wilalceil'e el dielie ahelers: teres Ab Sosa YoIMoTPPIAL jo peg oe) UAAVAM, 





237 


“d’O uoysuryiwA v9G Sz 
‘d'D wowsuryiM 99g «1S 
Los 06S 199 
ELS‘g = 6I1S‘F gt g’z_ yp hoS‘1 
Sr St 691 gst 
ISt 
966‘z 
Zlo'h 
€LL‘9 
caxte) 
glLS‘z 
Sge‘gz = F6g'tz )= zg ‘Lr 
$06‘gz 
2z69'E 
2908‘L 
zl6%~ ogl*zr gtLiz1 966‘or 
‘Dd ureyioava 
pue “aD propey “d'D} x89e"t 
pue “qf yormyi0oN 20g 
tor €g1 ZOe goz 
$98 1SZ 1068 £00‘r 
ggt ggI 6gI StI 
oro6z § 6gE‘Iz .gfS61 o9L6 
Ze1 gil Ca L9g1 
6ez‘~ gig’'l ,zZgg‘r FEQ%z 
"d'N Uo\saN 99g 4g6z‘I 
grr ZVI rgQt ZgI 
Sg £6 601 For 
dD A9pryM 22g ILI 
"d'D ATM 29g OEE 
gos ofs ofs 





ger 
S6r 


gil 
L¥Y1 


SL‘vz 


Zog‘t 
bSEeL 
gS6‘or 


Z9Q‘1 


6zz 
S201 
OL1 


ZQZ‘Q 


eri 


tole 
466 
6gI 
Lr 
zgl 
eve 


gtr 
ces 


469 
zgI 


ZzoO1 


oLb‘€ 
oof'Z 
oLL‘or 


£CoS‘t 


gte 
160‘'T 
+61 


£S1‘Q 


6£1 


SiL‘z 
#928 
ZQI 
¥St 
IZ1 
gfe 


“A'b “aon YOIMYIION a)? eee ee meee 


Ic! 
g4s 


ob6b 
ger 


660‘g1 


61f‘E 
£go0‘L 
ZQtfor 


mPOg‘t 


19z 
bSo'r 
€gr 


Igf‘Z 


idee) Ce i [[PUMOg 99S 
ical) MBYS[NY 999 
‘d'D) AaftoyD 20g 
dD 7 UNog 29g 


gti 


oor‘z 
LOS 
00z 
Zvi 
10d 
(SAS 


nee 
oss 


o19g 
gol 


1Sz‘Qr 


Sog‘t 
Stg‘9 
offr‘or 


£g9‘1 
£9S 


agree 


nvVSz 
OTT 
POntz 
HAAS 


ofz‘r 
a09Q‘z 


theo 


€St 


oLo‘z 
zos 

10%Z 
ZSt 
Soz 
£of 


eee 


eee eee weer eserves 


SSt 
zgs 


© @)ia\e lu @)c) 6. @ \w, 01.6) 19 (9) Ure 


Ife 


Lor 
gII 


ghé 


gi1o‘St 
boOr‘6r 
LoS‘€ 
VES‘G 
IFo‘or 


Ito‘Sor gt h‘6g 


cle 
69+ 


189 


tee ae 
Palen ty WO lu) 81:01 [e106 @) 6) eel aeie ele 
£6 78'S) Sic) 06) (6: 614\lelm eLeue, elie 
696‘ 


£g0‘1 
zZ19*e 


$99‘S 


% 10S “z 
#488 
~4£6°I 
x9 ESS 
g1gth 


SHI IZI 


9g6‘1 00, SC elele a) &:\8 ©, 68-6 66. 5/6 
zor CCC Wt eT) ie CMC eT ety ary 


Lzz O88) 86, 018 @ ele « 
oSt aileje)'w) @ile: ®) 0 \¢\.8).e 0! 8 6) 2) 6.6 


V1z Cer fer es emt ier et Met te at te SO) 


got BUCH (6.9), a) (6? e)10)'B)e),6 16) @ sake 


016) .4 O eu v ws ie 


of9‘6S 


see eee eee 


g4g‘ee 


¢ 5691 
Por 
%19S 
TIES 
€L6‘P 
Cor 


eee 


‘Ab “gry ywaryg “YVOMpng jo weg 
ee “Ab “gy Ainqisoig jo weg 
‘Ab “gy Ainqisaig jo weg 


ee aay 


oS€ Zee S6z gsz 
ey ‘A‘b COSY yommyoiy AA jo yeg 
oo1‘61 IQQ‘Ex 6LS‘11 brL‘or 


she velisie ‘“a‘b ODE yD ‘qyompng jo Hed 
Panga) Cosy V, Aimqjserg jo peg 
“At “D Hone Vv. yeatyg ‘yWoMpng jo Veg 
‘Ab “d'V YIMTPPHAL JO Hed 


LYL‘t ZeV'I LOZ‘ COIL 
162 gsz Zlz Fiz 
Ly gLr gzr 16€ 
$gl‘t 19L‘t SSL‘r goS‘t 
g6z'r Lz6°E o1L‘€ Secs 
SII IOI 601 $g 


tae em ANC le ire Vv ses NN eee YOTMqUe AT jo ped 


‘AD “gry UOIseN Jo Weg 
ANA ‘dV Ainqjsoig jo weg 
*ASD\ ‘dV sedjeyy Jo weg 
“ASD Sqinyi IeeT5) ‘quompng jo peg 
“Ab “gy ywory “YoMpng jo weg 


‘dO 
SHOOUMNVM,], WAD NOLLIAA 
‘d'O DIO ‘NOLONIHLIIM, 
‘d'D YaMo’'T ‘NOLONTH LIM 
ad’ NOLONIHLIM, 
‘dD pue ‘q°V NOISVISIAA 
‘dO TIVMSaI, 
‘d’'D NOLSVLSunH J, 
‘dD AGSNAg 
‘dO Adu 
‘dO Aial4d19 
WA TIVMsSaP 
"dD NOLAVYS 
dD NOLSNuVg 
q Cf) TWeNLY 
‘Oe TWH, 
CaIANOY Taal A, 
‘dD NOLYVH AA 
‘dO YIAO 
«dd ‘9t61 
wolf “pue "q"() GUOASNI AA, 
qied [eins 
‘ab ‘ ORSaal 
YOIMYIION ur aed 


dD NOLONINNIM 


‘d'OD TIONIM 
‘dD WVHONIM 
‘dD ATISATIOMNIM, 
(Jo Hed) 
‘dO day TIVNMOg 
(Jo qed) -g’D MVHSTAY 
(Jo 310d) 
‘dD Fy NITIOg 
u'd'< ‘F6gI wor 
‘pue ‘Q'S’, MOTSWIIA\ 
SU} FI TIVNMOg 
*su} MVHSTN 
*su} ATTIOHD 
*SU} Ad NITIOG 
‘dV MOTISWIIAA 
ud) 
pure ‘dda NOLONITIIM, 
‘dO NOLSVTTIM, 
‘dD NOLSYTIIAA 
dD HONOTONVOEATIM, 
"d'OD ANVIDIM, 
‘d’D YWAMO'TT ‘ATTILIHAY 
‘dD YaHOIP{ ‘ATTLIN AY 
yd OD ATILIHMA, 


IL6r I96r IS6r I€6r Iz6r II6r IO6r I69L I9gi IL9r IQ8t IS 9r If§T TEST IZ§r IIgr IOgr 
Sc EE 


238 


“(1£61 ut gZt 

*dod) *g’d uo}saTIO\A Jo y1ed apnypour 0} papusixe sem *g’d pue ‘q'A YormaUeN gf61 UT (¥) 

‘(1061 ut 19 ‘dod) ‘gD uojseaTY opnjour 0} popuajxe sem “g’d UOISoTIOAA\ 66gI uy (f) 
‘dO TTeyueddog syuojpy 

pue “g°J\[ AMID 0} pasrojsuvs sem (1£61 ut gS -dod) -g°d poomurjsfoo\A Jo ied g£6r UT (1) 
*su} AQI] JO aJOYM 9y} 9pnjpour IbgrI sIojaq “g'yY YIINYOpoOAA IOF spejo} oy, “1 fer 

Ia}je OpeUI SPM UINjol ajeI1edas v ed YoIYyM IOj “g'y UOIseISINY], OJUI popue}xe ‘su Aqiy (Y) 
ave POC ANGUE 

pouInjel a1aM “g’Dd eduvIy YA uoJYSNLI_D Jo syueyqeyurT ge pue SLz IZgr pue IggI Uy] (3) 

‘(q) a10u “mojeq aag (F) 
*s'g’g) (1£61 ur Szx ‘dod) uoysurTyIT AA 

PIO pue (1£61 ur 1£S dod) uojsuryit\\ JomoT jo uoneuresyewe oy} Wor gf61 paar (2a) 
*(1£61 ut Hee “dod) *g'd uoIseIsIAA JO 

qaed JoyInj B apnpour 0} papuarxe sem “g’d [JeYUeddog syUoP pure ‘g’J eMeI_D Q£61 UT (Pp) 
"(1061 ut gz -dod) *g'a uo} 

-SP4STA\ Jo Wed apnyjour 0} papus}xo sem *g’d [[eyusddog syuop] pue ‘g’][ eMoI_ F6gI UT (2) 
“(161 ur 
o1z ‘dod) ‘g’d uojsejsiny yy, pure “(1£61 ut Hg ‘dod) -g'a Aqsuag “(1£61 ur zgo‘r dod) -g’ag Aquy 

“ator ur LzS dod) -g'd uozkey “(1£61 ur ESh‘r ‘dod) ‘ga uosureg WoIZ E£61 poyearg (q) 
‘dD yooisog 0} (1£61 ur oz ‘dod) i1ed pue 

‘dD pue ‘q'A plojsury, 0} portsojsuvsy sutog (1£61 ur zZg‘€ dod) y1ed ‘gf6r1 poaajossiq (Pe) 
‘'d'D voy pue “gD yequied “q'D pue “G' Psojfsur 

0} paitajsueyy Suteq (1f61 ur > pue ‘vz ‘g/z‘Z Ajaaoedsar *dod) syed ‘gf61 paajossiq (Z) 
“AU YIMYVION pue -q’Q projsur, ur ‘dod ynoyiM s‘g’d pewieuun 9y} pue (161 
ur zZ9‘€ pue ‘1z1 ‘g/z‘L ‘16 ‘9 ‘gr Ajaatoadsar ‘dod) s‘g'd uoeYyAA pue ‘auTOyJURIG ‘“19AG 
‘uoVeyy ‘Teyuied ‘aar[D fo syied wosj g61 Ul pozvei9 SVM *q’d pIOFJsuIAA “FOQI Joy JUSUIUTZAON 
Te20’7T 94} JO suorstAoid 9y} Jopun *g’d a}e1edes & suIeD9q “q*A] PIOFSUTAA WoIF pajeredos jou 
ynq ‘Zggi “oy seysiieg paplaArq ey} Jo suorstaoid oy} Japun ‘q’d uo Jo zed Sureq ‘yorum 


IAQ jo zed payovjap vB A[IOWIIOJ ‘g'd powieUUN Ue pepnpoUr ‘q’A psOjsuTA FOQI wor (A) 
"dd propyiepZ 0} (161 ut + ‘dod) y1ed pue 

“qo pue ‘d'A YMyYON 0} pasttojsuesy Sursq (1£61 ur Fgz‘1 *dod) y1ed ‘g£61 paajossiq (x) 
ido Rue 

‘dA YMyYVON 0} possojsuey sem (1061 ur 06£‘1 -dod) *g’ag uojsurTuUTM jo y1ed F6gI uy (M4) 

‘(1061 ur £1 ‘dod) *g’d 9}00S19T[BAA SPNOUT 0} papUd}XS SAA *“g’d UOJSUTUUTAA TOQI UT (A) 
(1681 

ut g ‘dod) ‘g'd apoury jo JAed apnjour 0} pepus}xe seM “qd YSNOpIVOgPIIM Bggi Uy (nN) 
‘d= torejuy As[qey, 0} poitajsues sem (1£61 ut Z ‘dod) weysurjy jo y1ed 

pue (1£61 ur 12 dod) *g’d asauryoTg Jo J1ed apnyjour 0} popus} xo sem *g'd WieYyoUTAA Qf61 UT (4) 

*(16g1 ur gt ‘dod) ‘g’d uojsieyy Jo Jed opnjour 0} popue}xe sem ‘g'd WRYSUIAA Oger uy (Ss) 

‘(1061 ut gg ‘dod) *g'd 9U03S9]99GQ =epnpsuT 0} pepus}xe seM “g'd AdTSPJOquITAA ZOQrI UT (4) 

*(d) a30u ‘aAoqe vag (b) 

*(16g1 ur gz dod) ‘g°a 90,7 [[JeUMOg Jo j1ed opnjour 0} popus}xXo sea *g’d 99,7 UTTJOG Qggr uy (d) 
‘dD pure -q'p epg Aeeply 0} poioeyjsursy 
sem (1£61 ut 601 ‘dod) ‘g’d pue "q'A MoTsUTTIAA JO Weg *(1f61 UT gfe‘ *dod) -g’a [eAIS jo 
qaed pue “(1£61 ur g£6 ‘dod) -g'g pure ‘q';Q ywoypuezy jo yred “(1£61 ut 1€ ‘dod) ‘g'a pue ‘qa 

Aapeg pure s[pesyd jo yied spnyour 0} pepuazxe sem “g’d pur ‘G'A MOTSUTTIAA Q£61 UT (0) 
‘S'q'd 204 [[TeuMog pure ‘meysiny 

‘20,7 UlOg JO ‘qG'Q MOTSUTIAA UT sjied ay} WOIT po}VeIO SEM “g'd) MOTSUTIAA FOI Uy (U) 

*(soue’q) ‘g’y Aay[eyAA Ul ‘sui B se IFQI [MUN poqiiosop sea *q°q°'y UOSUTTIIAA (U1) 

*“(1£61 ur LE -dod) ‘g-ad uojseyIAA Jo ed apnyour 0} papusajxe sem *q’d Aojadeig gf6r uy (J) 
"C'A UOSaN 0} porteysuvsy seM UOT 
-SUTIM potoqye snyy, ‘g'd uouIppng 0} passojsuvs} sem (1£61 ur Fi ‘dod) uojseyi A, Jo j1ed puv 

(1£61 ut zi ‘dod) ‘g’d weyjseq jo z1ed apnjour 0} popuazxXo sem “gq’d UOyseTIAA CF61 uy (¥) 

“(2£61 ut Z ‘dod) ‘g's [exe Jo qed opnjpour 0} popus}xe sem *g'd YsnopreogpyiAA gf61 uy (f) 

*(16g1 ul g ‘dod) ‘g°d apourA Jo J1ed spnyjour 0} papus}xXa se “g°d YSNO[IIVOGP]IAA BSgI UT (1) 
"sq'ca (1861 ur 1241 ‘dod) Aapry AA 

JomoT pue (1£61 ur 6£€ -dod) AapryA, JOYystET Jo uoNvuresyeure oy} Aq g€61 poayearD (y) 





Hof gt qf Qt grs for ots Sor pOLE gee Gale (a 010.4 1616) G1m 0 Oe B68 B66 Bia S50) 6.8 66 6. 100] 6, 6/8 6) ale B18) .6. 0) 6 6-0 (8 © “a'b ays uopYy jo weg ARS) NOLSATIO MA 
Pri S6 48 LE1 201 Il Sear Lol /oitat 0.050) SO) @ 6.6 16) 8) 616018). 6 (9.0) @) 616) 0) R @ 60: 6) 6 010 0» (6 led © 16 e, 80 0) 608: 6 wee ‘A’b ay YOTMIUB NT jo peg EES) CGOOMNYV.LSTOOM 
d Ue meeatd ok ¢108 erp gee LyKs Zee ZOL rts ete eee ee eens A DOOTODOOGOD OG GnGotoo ote ‘wb “gry Amaiserg Jo weg ID a@I0IAd00 MA, 
€z zz QI QI gz gz €z of ee oNafintialin dais! /e) aViavareiiolicteialalevel si s'is sii ehalehedekevis’ sie le rereltele everes sae © e “a‘b ‘ a: Vv Ammquoi\\ jo peg ITD LLOOGOOM 
21) peoyuoyig 20S €1IL 6zI ger oti 6ZI Lzi abe ta et eive veitelieite) wel siishisi'si ols {eo -sleiallaMesar pile) eifein sm. ellay wiles eile stspalavele “a‘b ¢ eh Vv Boon yo peg cha) HOUNHOGOO AA. 

‘d’'D YoInyopooM, 99G_COOI'T 96 PII gl bl gL *SU} HOUNHOGOO MA 

‘do yemsuryy, seg «= Sz1 96 gL LL gl SZ ee *SU} TIVMONIH J, 

‘dd wowelg 2G gol €z1 66 OIl vor 66 +g 1g *su} NOLNaUg 

‘d'<d Aqsueg 99g: ok ge Iv Be Iz Ce Lz Ze *su} AGSNAG 

"dd u01XO 99g O19 *z oL9z = y Looz gts bez 691 gz LEX *su} NOLXO 

dD wni0}D0ON 99S 4f9 If Ze of gz of vI Li *su} WOAYOLOON 

‘dd ueosipuey sog «+g +9 LS L9 19 eS Ly St *sU} NVOIGNV’T 

"d'=d Aqiy 92g zFI Za1 SSI Lor fz Str oll Sor y(IEgI rsaye 

‘JO y1ed) *su) AGUT 

‘d= uojsuleg 99g «= z6z ZSz 6£z goz Zi £6 orl 6z1 “su} NOLSNUVG 

"dD eMOlIy 99g (OZ 601 Sor cel 16 zl zg 96 su} AMOUNY 
39z0'V sez6°€ Lz6‘e 6or‘I 6726 S€g esl gtZ yd’ V HOunHOGooM 


vL el LL 88 


bl Sg 


ely 


+g 6S 


‘ab “gry yimioyg jo weg 


‘TO YNVAGOOM 


239 


“661 0} payoorr09 sea ain3y sry 1$gr uy (b) 
*QE1h 1OJ O11 ue st (ghI‘F) 
1ZQI 1oJ oIndYy oy], “Saivp osoy} ye ‘qry Ainqunq4A jo qed sev peuinjer AJSuUOIM se YOTyM 
*su} punog jo ‘dod ay} papnyour (FL9‘F pue ‘£61‘b ‘gti ‘b) sasnsuao dy} UI papsoser Ibgr 0} IZQI 
Wolf ‘q°y AinqungsA JF syejo} ayy, “Ab “gry YorMjueNy ut pournjor sem “dod s}z1 jo y1ed fg 
TY “Sui UOseTTIAA Jo “dod ajoym oy} apnpour “g7°y AinqunqA Ay IOF s[ejO} 94} IfgrI [ou (d) 
“AD “gy UOJ OF [207 VY} UT papnyour 19M “sy punos jo sjuvjiqeyur gf 1491 uy 
‘dV Ainqungs ur rbgr 0} 1zg1 wory pue ‘gry warpny UI poyenyis se pouInjer A[SuUOIM se 
punos Iigt uy ‘dV YoIy ou! papusyxe #1 yng “gry Aimquar Ay Ur Avy “su} punog jo ysopy (0) 
“A'D ‘I¥Q1 JaiJe 9peur sem jted jy} IOF UINJoI a}eIedas vB pue ‘gy Wolpny ozur 


SS SS a a a a 
( 


‘q29q) 

‘A eSprg Aepeym Joueg SbL'r 6691 689. «= Lghn  SEz'r chek tte e ee 
chi SI €1 gl tI Li gI or Sx Pasir ee seine 
F6L Lel ZS tro 149 66S gis brs S6S Heese eheho- esse 

‘d'=D AinqunqAM 229G gg 

"d'D UO§sey[IM 99g 4ZL1‘I 

"d'D woisayy 99g «OzS 

“d'D wowsysyemy 90g «SS1 

‘d= Asjedeig vag )= zg 

‘dD sory umd uojzsuravyg 20g y1f6 
"d'D edoy veg Lg 
‘dD eaI 9eG) = £g 

‘dD uosisjsunzy seg «= L1z 

‘d'D Ysnopx s0G)—zSE 

‘d'—D UoyrayzeH veg )«=— LQ E 
‘d’D vowurlppog 22g 98 

‘dT'D uoytoyD 20g «FIT 

‘dO TIPGeurTM ums AspyoayD 2eG OL 
‘dD atowmaspig 20g 6 Ler 

‘dO TMeqUexeTA 29S = gg 
‘d'D uowsyieg 90g) Sz 

di P7OjSeq 225) <9 

So6‘S 
o00‘r Sig gol 6gS 10S FOr 164 oly 60S Cire ORGAN 


‘dO YY ums Ainqusryy s9G = LES 
‘d'D HOopooM s9G EE 

‘dd punog v0g_-_ Liz 

“dO TPYMeN 99g, gZ2 

‘d'=D Assay uns Hoopog seg «FS 


‘d'= Asjtoyg 2G =cLI 
‘d'D [[eywooig 99g «611 


occ SoS‘z ogo‘e QSi‘r ¢ 
Bia Dt en SS ee ee ee ee ae a 
TZ6r I96L TS6r TE6r Tz6r TI6r IO6r IO9T I§9r IL9r I98t IS 9r If§I TEST IZ9r IIgr IOgr 
en OS 


os[e popue}xe ‘TaAoMoy “[BYMAN “pazeNyIs ses ‘suy oY} Jo ysow YoY ul “gry AInquer\\ Jopun 
peisi] usoq sey ‘dod s}t4ynq Ib-11gI “gqvy UOJOY JapuN pouInjo1 A[BUOIM SVM “SY [[PYMEN (U) 

*peuraouoo sivad 94} IOF s[ej0. *“g*W 9Y} Ul peopel oie 

SUOTIIIVA VSO, T, “AINquoarAA Ul pousNjor ATTOYM SBM ‘SU} OY} IQQI puke ISgiI UT puke *g’y AINqUoIM 

UI }09poq Fo j1ed yey} JoF apeur o1aM suIMyar ajeredas ILg1 puv Itgi uy ‘IFgI s10Jaq pouINjer 
ATJOYM sem jt a10YyM “gry WeTpny ut Ajjied pozenyis sem ‘su Ao[say]IA, wind yoopog (UW) 

‘stvaA soy} ul “q°y AInqunqM UT pournjer sem yoryM “suz punog jo ‘dod oy} epnyour 

you pip (AJeatjoadsozr oo1‘t pue ‘E06 ‘F£6) sasnsuas 9y} ul papsooer “g7y AInquartAA IOF s[eI0} 

9Y} OAISNJOUL IPZI 0} Lzgi WOIY “SUIMOTIOJ a}0U OsTe dag “LFL‘I ‘Ibgr SS6L‘1 ‘1fgr S1SQ‘r ‘1zZgI 
*ZQQ‘T ‘IIQI !ghg‘r ‘IOgI :SMOT[OF S% PaJd0II09 DIOM “G°y AINQUdIAA TOF S[RIO} 9y3 ISQI UT (7) 





maeeteaahe eho 1a eTsconedeuer eae) ciel oro eotere ‘aD pue‘a's'a 
ATIVHAA WOO Ag ISGUVvax 
‘J’ HOAOHOAM 


‘d'-D AUNENNGA MM 


‘AD “gy [exe], Jo ueg 


‘AD “gy sedjeyl jo ueg 
‘Ab “gy AmqunqhA Jo weg 


Los ofS 6zS Sty 6cr 1S€ glz *su) AUNENNGA MA 
~OES ZOz Ig pez 602 biz 602 (1£gI t0qye 
‘JO Fed) “su} NOLSVTTI\ 
ooS bis g6r 10b for gzr gre *sU} NO.LSA MA 
+61 €1z 6zz f1z gre goz I1z *su} NOLYFHOTY 
% 845 zor br gsSé 6z€ 1gz 6bz SU} AATAAVLS 
%OZ9 esr Ibb oct blz 661 6gI su} ALSTUD) 
WN9 NOLONIAVHS 
88 96 €z1 611 S6 06 6L su} TdOY 
Ae) gs 89 gs IZ €L eZ *su} Va'T 
C1z BNE Sbz gzz 6£z o00z SEz *sU} NOSUALSNN}Y 
ott 60£ Sle ZSz ZOe gtz goz su} HONOF, 
LLE F6E g6e Ley gir 6LE 161 *su} NOLYAHLY]L 
1Z 98 Iv LE 6£ z9 iS *su} NOLONIGGOG 
€11 vil Itl 601 16 06 gol "su} NOLTHOHD 
ZOz Coz fiz Stz ieee eSI ote *SU} TIIHANID AA 
WOO AUTHOIHD 
Let Ocz 61z gtz €€z goz ofz *su} TUANAOGIUG 
gz gee LSie Stz Szz 61z 661 *su} TIVHNaNVIg 
vz QZ Ze Ae 6z 6z Sz *su} NOLYAHLVg 
09 69 Sg Sg 98 +9 Si *su} auousvg 
Sg6‘r 68th 61+ Qeoce Ogg‘ 1gh‘E PLE ad V AuOENnNdAM 
wee cee wilei (ale, sii Pcacicioy G Grcitry CRC RCH MCMC LCi. iic} ‘A‘b Sone: AmquolA jo peg crs) HLYy woao AUOGNTT MA 
1S o6b Lzes zs gzs SSv tot *suq 
HLM] WAS AUNANAY AA 
ce Ze gt of 62 gz 6z *SU} LLOOGOO MA, 
gtz 19Zz SSz Ssz Lrz Loz Z61 o SU} GNNOG 
LEL Ife 9£6 I10‘I +SQ 6S8 61g u(Itgt roqye 
‘Jo y1ed) ‘su} TIVHMAN 
eLg 1£9 LOI ee eo io oeutaee ‘dV weapny 229 wz(I4gi pue Irgi ur ‘Jo 
aed) ‘su} ATISANTIMA 
WOO LLOOGOd 
991 €L1 €g1 Sgr Eg QgI gz su} AAUTUOHD 
ozI eri LSx IQI g61 ggt ofl *su} TIVHWOOUg 


SSetr oto‘! 168 Vd V AUOENa A 








240 


POPULATION 1801-1971 


COMMENTARY 


NotEs in the Census Reports explaining some of the changes in population not caused by boundary altera- 
tions are listed below, under ancient parishes until 1881. The notes occur with varying frequency and seem 
to follow no particular plan. The presence of a note of this nature relating to any return is indicated in the 
population table by an asterisk. 


1801 


No comments were given for this year. 


1811 


CursHireE. The population of the county included the Chester Local Militia, numbering 1,332 including 
officers assembled for 14 days’ exercise on 15 May 1811, the Stockport Regiment, numbering 1,111, 
assembled on 20 May, and the Macclesfield Regiment, numbering 1,023, assembled on 27 May. 


1821 


GRAPPENHALL (Latchford). Increase attributed to establishment of cotton factory. 

Knurtsrorp (Nether Knutsford). Building of house of correction has increased population. 

MorrTraMm IN LONGDENDALE (Newton). Increase of steam-weaving stated to have increased population. 

PresTBury (Butley). Included one man over roo years old. 

Runcorn (Runcorn). Quarries which provide stone for the docks and other public works at Liverpool have 
caused an increase in population. 

Stockport (Stockport). Included a woman over 100 years old. 


1831 

Astsury (Buglawton). Increase attributed to continued development of silk manufacture. 

BaRTHOMLEY (Alsager). Increase attributed to inclosure of Alsager common. 

CHEADLE (Cheadle Bulkeley). Increase attributed to cotton manufacture. 

CuesTEr (Chester Castle). Return did not include 87 male and 8 female prisoners. 

GRAPPENHALL (Latchford). Increase attributed to extension of cotton manufactory. 

MortraM IN LONGDENDALE (Hollingworth, Mottram, Newton, and Stayley). Increase attributed to exten- 
sion of cotton factories. 

PrestBury (Hurdsfield). Increase attributed to flourishing state of silk trade in 1825. 

Runcorn (Runcorn). Quarries, which provide stone for docks and other public works at Liverpool, have 
caused a great increase in population. 

St. Mary on THE Hix (Upton by Chester). Increase attributed to building of lunatic asylum. 

Stockport (Disley, Dukinfield, Stockport, and Werneth). Increase attributed to cotton trade. 

Wat.asey (Wallasey). Increase attributed to growth of building, owing to its proximity to Liverpool. 


1841 

CHESHIRE. 187 males and 141 females stated to have emigrated to the colonies and foreign countries since 
31 Dec. 1840. The Regiment of King’s Cheshire Yeomanry Cavalry consisting of 491 men was 
temporarily absent, being quartered at Liverpool and therefore included in the returns for Lancashire. 

Aprrey (Nether Alderley, Great Warford). Temporary increase of 67 and 53 labourers and their families 
respectively, working on the railway. 

Astpury (Buglawton). Decrease ascribed partly to depression of silk manufacture. 

Astpury (Congleton). Included 118 persons in the Congleton workhouse. 

AupLeM (Audlem). Included 43 labourers temporarily employed on the canal. 

BEBINGTON (Lower Bebington). Included 37 persons in quarantine hospital. 

BEBINGTON (Poulton cum Spital). Included 51 persons in Wirral union workhouse. 

BisTon (Birkenhead). Increase attributed to proximity to Liverpool. Included ro persons in the lock-up 
house. 

Bunsury (Bunbury). Temporary increase of 64 excavators and railway plate-layers employed on the Chester 
and Crewe railway. 

Bunsury (Spurstow). 60 labourers temporarily absent at Birmingham, employed in cutting a canal. 
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CHEADLE (Handforth). Temporary increase of 43 labourers employed on the railway. 

DAVENHAM (Leftwich). Included 122 persons in Northwich union workhouse. 

DaveNHAM (Wharton). Temporary decrease of 74 persons being flat-men with their families employed at 
Liverpool in consequence of the River Weaver being run off for repairs. 

EasTHAM (Whitby). Temporary increase of 203 persons, being labourers excavating canal basin and boatmen 
with their families, in consequence of the stoppage of the canal. 

Hoty Trinity. Included 298 persons in Chester workhouse and 59 in Chester city gaol. 

KnutsForb (Nether Knutsford). Included 130 persons in Knutsford union workhouse and 320 in the house 
of correction. 

MortrraM IN LONGDENDALE (Godley). Temporary increase of 58 labourers and their families employed on 
the Manchester and Sheffield railway. 

MortrTraM IN LONGDENDALE (Hattersley). Temporary increase of 100 miners, labourers, and their families 
employed on the Manchester and Sheffield railway. 

MortraM IN LONGDENDALE (Hollingworth). Included 11 persons in the poorhouse. 

MorrraM IN LONGDENDALE (Mottram in Longdendale). Included 4 persons in the workhouse. Temporary 
increase of 45 labourers with their families employed on the Manchester and Sheffield railway. 

MortraM IN LONGDENDALE (Newton). Temporary increase of 2 50 labourers with their families employed 
on the Manchester and Sheffield railway. 

Mottram IN LONGDENDALE (Tintwistle). Included 15 persons in the workhouse. Temporary increase of 
120 labourers with their families employed on the Manchester and Sheffield railway. 

NanTwIicu (Nantwich). Included 132 persons in the union workhouse and 3 in the lock-up house. 

PRESTBURY (Chelford). Temporary increase of 16 labourers employed on the railway. 

PresTBURY (Macclesfield). Included 106 persons in the Macclesfield union workhouse and 7 in the debtors’ 
prison. 

PRESTBURY (Rainow). Included 47 persons in the Rainow union workhouse. 

PRESTBURY (Sutton). Included 76 persons in the Sutton union workhouse. 

PresTBuRY (Wildboarclough). Decrease of 120 persons arising from the stoppage of a calico printing 
establishment. 

PresTBuRY (Withington, Lower). Temporary increase of 156 being excavators, etc., with their families, 
employed on the railway. 

ROSTHERNE (Peover Superior, Snelson). Temporary increase of 46 and 43 labourers and their families 
respectively, employed on the railway. 

Runcorn (Norton, Preston on the Hill, Runcorn, Weston). Included respectively 32, ro1, 508, and 62 
persons in boats and barges. 

St. Joun Included 14 persons in the female penitentiary. 

St. Martin. Included 73 persons in the Chester infirmary. 

St. Mary on THE Hitt (Upton-by-Chester). Included 163 persons in the county lunatic asylum. 

St. Micuae. Included 25 persons in the training college. 

SANDBACH (Blackden, Church Hulme). Temporary increase of 65 and 130 labourers with their families 
respectively, employed on the railway. 

Stockport (Stockport). Included 265 persons in the workhouse, 95 males and 20 females in the barracks, 
and 21 persons in the infirmary. 99 persons had emigrated since 30 Dec. 1840. 

Wattasey (Wallasey). Great increase attributed to proximity to the town of Liverpool, and the facility 
afforded by steamers crossing the Mersey. Numerous boarding schools have been established. 

WarMINGHAM (Elton). Temporary increase of 114 labourers with their families employed on the railway. 

WitMsLow (Bollin Fee, Chorley, Fulshaw, Pownall Fee). Temporary increase of 326, 92, 22, and 103 
persons respectively employed on the railway. 


1851 

ALDERLEY (Nether Alderley, Great Warford). Decrease accounted for by removal of labourers temporarily 
resident in 1841. 

BEBINGTON (Higher, Lower Bebington). Increase attributed to situation on Cheshire side of the Mersey 
opposite Liverpool. Population had nearly quadrupled since 1841. 

BEBINGTON (Poulton cum Spital). Included 120 persons in Wirral union workhouse. 

BEBINGTON (‘T'ranmere). The causes which have contributed to the increase of population in Birkenhead 
have led to similar results in Tranmere. 
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BipsToN (Birkenhead). Population has increased threefold since 1841, arising from extensive improvements 
and building speculations which, combined with the facilities of steam communication on the Mersey, 
have caused it to become the residence of a portion of the mercantile community of Liverpool. 

BipsTon (Claughton with Grange). Great increase attributed to its position on the Cheshire side of the 
Mersey opposite Liverpool. 

ConcLeTon. Workhouse has been discontinued and inmates moved to Arclid, q.v. 

CopPENHALL (Monks Coppenhall). Great increase attributable to rapid growth of Crewe, which has become 
of considerable importance from being the point of junction of several lines of railway. 

DaveNHAM (Leftwich). Included 154 persons in Northwich union workhouse. 

EastHaM (Whitby). Rapidly increasing in population from its position on the Cheshire side of the river 
Mersey. 

Hoty Trinity. Included 228 persons in the Chester workhouse and 56 persons in Chester city gaol. 

KnutsFrorp (Nether Knutsford). Included 126 persons in Altrincham union workhouse and 362 in the 
house of correction. 

MAcciesFIELD. Included 228 persons in the union workhouse. 

Nantwicu (Nantwich). Included 153 persons in Nantwich union workhouse. 

PRESTBURY (Rainow). Workhouse discontinued in 1842 and inmates moved to Macclesfield union workhouse. 
Decrease of population arises from the removal of labourers and artisans to the neighbouring towns 
in search of employment. 

PRESTBURY (Sutton). Workhouse now merged with Macclesfield union workhouse. 

PrestTBurY (Wincle). Decrease arises from stoppage of a cotton mill. 

PrestTBuRY (Withington, Lower). Same comment as for Alderley. 

PresTBuRY (Woodford). Decrease attributed to discontinuance of some printing works. 

Runcorn (Preston on the Hill, Runcorn, Weston). Included respectively 50, 220, and 234 persons in 
barges 

St. Martin. Included 88 persons in Chester Infirmary. 

St. Mary ON THE Hiti (Upton-by-Chester). Increase caused by a greater number of inmates, i.e. 238, 
in a lunatic asylum. 

SANDBACH (Arclid). Increase accounted for by establishment of Congleton union workhouse since 1841, 
containing 164 persons. 

SANDBACH (Blackden, Cotton, Cranage, Leese, Twemlow). Same comment as for Alderley. 

SANDBACH (Church Hulme). Same comment as for Alderley; many temporary dwellings returned in 1841 
have also been removed. 

STocKporT. Included 368 persons in the workhouse. 

STOKE (Whitby). See note for part of Whitby in Eastham parish. 

Wa tasty (Liscard, Poulton cum Seacombe, Wallasey). Increase attributed to proximity to Liverpool, 
the facility afforded by steamers for crossing the Mersey, and the numerous boarding schools which 
have been established there. 

Wi_MsLow (Chorley). Further increase arises from establishment of a railway station. 

Woopcuurcu (Oxton). Population has nearly quadrupled since 1841 owing to position on the Cheshire 
side of the Mersey. 


1861 


N.B. From 1861 the notes to the main population table seldom contain information about persons in 
workhouses and other public institutions. Separate tables supply those figures in the Census Reports, and 
no attempt has been made to include the information in these notes. 


ACTON (Brindley). Increase attributed to removal of labourers from adjacent township of Acton, where 
several cottages have been pulled down. 

ALpForD (Aldford). Decrease attributed to emigration and migration. 

ALDFORD (Great Boughton). Increase attributed to proximity to Chester. 

ASHTON UPON Mersery (Ashton upon Mersey, Sale). Since the opening of railway communication with 
Manchester many villa residences have been built. 

Astsury (Odd Rode). Increase attributed to mining operations. 

BARTHOMLEY (Alsager). Increase attributed to facilities of railway communication and proximity to the 
Potteries. 

Bowpon (Altrincham, Ashley, Baguley, Bowdon, Dunham Massey, Hale, Timperley). Same comment as 
for Ashton upon Mersey. 
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BROMBOROUGH (Bromborough). Increase attributed to establishment of an extensive candle manufactory. 

BupwortH, Great (Anderton). Included 80 persons in boats. 

BupwortH, Great (Dutton). Increase attributed to erection of workhouse. 

BupwortH, Great (Lostock Gralam). Decrease attributed to migration to Anderton for employment in 
saltworks. 

BupwortH, Great (Marston, Northwich, Castle, Witton cum Twambrooks). Increase attributed to 
removal of persons from Northwich, consequent on the undermining of their houses by salt springs, 
etc: 

BupwortH, Great (Whitley, Higher). Increase attributed to residence of labourers employed elsewhere. 

CHEADLE (Bosden). Decrease attributed to migration of miners. 

CONGLETON. Increase attributed to extension of the silk trade. 

CoppENHALL (Monks Coppenhall). Increase attributed to employment of persons connected with the 
railways. 

DaveNHAM (Moulton, Wharton). Increase attributed to extension of the salt trade. 

EastHaM (Whitby). Decrease attributed to the facilities of railway conveyance having caused a partial 
cessation of canal traffic. 

FropsHaM (Frodsham). Decrease attributed to absence of labourers employed in 1851 on railway works. 

FRropsHAM (Manley). Decrease attributed to discontinuance of employment in stone quarries. 

KincsmarsH. Decrease attributed to migration. 

KwnutsForD (Toft). Decrease mainly attributed to reduction in number of members of a large establishment, 
owing to the death of the proprietors. 

MAaccLesFIELD. Decrease attributed to continued depression in the silk trade. 

Mottram IN LONGDENDALE (Godley, Newton). Decrease attributed to discontinuance of employment 

in cotton mills. 

Morrram IN LoncpENpALE (Hattersley, Hollingworth, Tintwistle). Decrease attributed to removal of 

workmen employed in 1851 on the railway and Manchester waterworks. 

NaNTWICH (Willaston). Increase attributed to proximity to Nantwich. 

NesTON (Ness). Several houses have been pulled down. 

PLeMsTALL (Hoole). Increase attributed to proximity to Chester railway station. 

PresTBuRY (Adlington). Decrease mainly attributed to cessation of work at a colliery. 

PRESTBURY (Bollington). Increase attributed to employment afforded in the cotton factories. 

PresTBuRY (Bosley). Decrease attributed to conversion of silk and cotton mills into corn mills and to the 
pulling down of houses. 

PresTBuRY (Butley). Decrease attributed to reduction in number of hands employed in silk factory. 

PresTBuRY (Eaton). Decrease attributed to decline in the silk trade. 

PresTBuRY (Newton, Woodford). Decrease attributed to migration of young persons in search of employ- 
ment. 

PresTBuRY (Sutton). Same comment as for Macclesfield. 

PrestBurY (Wildboarclough). Decrease attributed to discontinuance of employment in an extensive cotton- 
printing establishment. 

PrestBury (Worth). Decrease attributed to migration owing to want of employment in the collieries. 

Runcorn (Moore, Walton Superior). Decrease attributed to removal of families to towns etc. 

Runcorn (Runcorn). Increase attributed to the demand for labour in manufactories and adjacent copper 
works, to the extension of the docks, and the prosperity of the shipbuilding trade. 

St. Bripcer. Increase chiefly confined to detached portion which formerly consisted of fields but is now 
known as the Queen’s Park. 

St. Martin. Increase attributed to the erection of barracks and cottages. 

St. Mary ON THE Hit. Increase mainly attributable to the establishment of neighbouring chain, cable, 
and anchor works, etc., and of carriage works belonging to the northern division of the Great Western 
Railway. 

St. Mary on THE Hix (Upton-by-Chester). Increase attributed to enlargement of the lunatic asylum and 
to the erection of houses and cottages. 

St. Oswatp (Great Boughton). Increase attributed to proximity to Chester. 

St. Peer. Decrease attributed to removal of families to adjoining parishes consequent on the pulling down 
of houses, 

SANDBACH (Bradwall). Increase attributed to establishment of reformatory for male prisoners and the 
erection of houses for railway officials. 
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STOCKPoRT (Bredbury). Increase mainly attributed to extended colliery operations, the manufacture of hats, 
and the railway works in progress. 

Stockport (Dukinfield). Increase mainly attributed to extension of employment in cotton mills. 

Stockport (Hyde). Increase attributed to establishment of cotton mills and construction of a railway. 

Stockport (‘Torkington). Decrease attributed to removal of families from dilapidated houses and to the 
discontinuance of a boarding school. 

Stockport (Werneth). Decrease attributed to reduction in number of hands employed in the cotton mills 
owing to improvements in machinery. 

Taxa. Increase attributed to railway advantages and proximity to cotton mills and collieries. 

TixsTON (Tilston). Decrease attributed to pulling down of cottages. 

WILMsLow (Chorley). Increase attributed to proximity to Manchester and to facilities of railway com- 
munication. 

WyeBunBuryY (Shavington cum Gresty). Increase attributed to erection of houses for the accommodation 
of persons employed in the Crewe railway works. 

WysunbBury (Stapeley). Increase attributed to building of houses near Nantwich railway station. 

Wyesunsvry (Willaston). See note under Nantwich. 


1871 

A.prorp (Aldford, Churton by Aldford). Increase mainly attributed to presence of large number of opera- 
tives employed in restoration of Eaton Hall. 

ALDFORD (Buerton). Decrease attributed to pulling down of houses on Marquess of Westminster’s estate. 

ASHTON UPON Merstry (Ashton upon Mersey, Sale). Increase attributed to building of residences for Man- 
chester merchants, warehousemen, and others. 

Astsury (Buglawton). Decrease attributed to depressed condition of the silk trade. 

Astpury (Odd Rode). Increase attributed to the prosperous state of the coal and iron trades. 

AuDLEM (Hankelow). Increase attributed to influx of labourers and their families. 

BADDILEY. Same comment as for Audlem. 

BarRTHOMLEY (Alsager). Increase attributed to erection of villa residences by master potters from the 
Staffordshire districts. 

BARTHOMLEY (Haslington). Increase attributed to enlargement of the London and North-Western Rail- 
way Company’s works since 1861. 

BEBINGTON (Higher, Lower Bebington). Increase attributed to the fact that many merchants, clerks, and 
others, live there because of proximity to Liverpool. 

BipsTon (Claughton with Grange). Increase attributed to building of private residences by Liverpool 
merchants. 

BipsTon (Moreton). Increase attributed to the fact that several farms have fallen into the hands of one 
purchaser, who is said to have effected great improvements by pulling down old houses and building 
others, erecting a church, widening the public roads, constructing sewers, etc. 

BipsTon (Tranmere). Increase attributed to the operations of land and building societies which have been 
established within the last 10 years, mainly as a result of its proximity to and facility of communication 
with Liverpool and Birkenhead. 

Bowpon (Altrincham, Ashley, Baguley, Bowdon, Dunham Massey, Hale, Timperley). Same comment as 
for Ashton upon Mersey. 

BROMBOROUGH (Bromborough). Increase attributed to establishment of a large candle factory. 

BupwortH, Great (Anderton). Included 98 persons in boats and barges. 

BupwortH, Great (Barnton). Increase attributed to extension of trade on River Weaver and on the canal. 

BupworTH, Great (Bartington). Included 36 persons living in boats. 

BupwortH, Great (Hartford). Increase attributed to extension of salt trade and building of new houses 
for labouring classes. 

BupwortH, Great (Castle Northwich, Wincham, Witton cum Twambrooks). Increase attributed to 
extension of the salt trade and to improved railway communications. 

CHEADLE (Cheadle Bulkeley, Cheadle Moseley). Increase attributed to their being resorted to as a place 
of residence by persons engaged in business at Manchester. Since 1861 a large school known as “The 
Manchester Warehousemen and Clerks’ Orphan School’ has been erected in Cheadle Moseley. 

Cuester. Increase attributed to great augmentation of railway employment on the northern side of the city, 
the Birmingham Wagon Company employing about one hundred men; iron and brass foundries 
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employ more men than formerly; the Canal Company’s boatbuilding yard has lately been established ; 
and the shoe trade now forms a prominent branch of industry. In addition, many merchants and 
others engaged in business at Liverpool and Birkenhead now reside in this neighbourhood. 

CONGLETON. Decrease attributed to depressed condition of the silk trade. 

CoprENHALL (Church and Monks Coppenhall). Increase attributed to enlargement of the London and 
North-Western Railway Company’s works since 1861. 

DaveNHAM (Davenham, Rudheath, Stanthorne). Increase attributed to building of houses. 

DaveNHAM (Moulton, Wharton). Increase attributed to extension of the salt trade. 

DELAMERE (Delamere, Oakmere). Increase attributed to the opening of the West Cheshire railway and to 
the building of houses and cottages. 
EastuaM (Childer Thornton, Eastham, Great Sutton). Increase attributed to building of houses since 1861. 
EastHaM (Whitby). Increase attributed to briskness of business at Ellesmere Port in transferring cargoes 
from boats on the canal to vessels in the Mersey. Return included 163 persons on board vessels. 
FropsHaM (Frodsham, Helsby, Kingsley, Manley). Increase attributed to building of houses, chiefly for 
accommodation of farm labourers, and persons employed at quarries and railway works. 

Gawswortn. Decrease attributed to migration of young persons to towns. 

GRAPPENHALL (Latchford). Increase attributed to building of houses by persons engaged in business at 

Warrington. 

Hanp ey (Golborne David, Handley). Increase mainly attributed to influx of labourers building a railway. 

Heswatt (Heswall cum Oldfield). Increase attributed to building of villa residences by Liverpool merchants 
and others. 

Kirsy, West (Frankby). Increase attributed to building of a hall with farmstead and cottages attached. 

Kirsy, West (Hoose, West Kirby, Little Meols). Increase attributed to building of houses since the opening 
of the railway from Birkenhead to Hoylake. 

Kirsy, West (Great Meols). Same comment as for Bidston (Tranmere). 

Lym. Increase attributed to extension of the fustian-cutting trade. 

Matpas (Bradley, Broxton, Hampton). Increase attributed to influx of workers building a railway. 

Matpas (Duckington, Malpas, 'Tushingham with Grindley, Wigland, Wychough). Decrease attributed to 

diminished demand for agricultural labour and consequent migration. 

Marsury (Norbury). Decrease attributed to migration in search of higher wages. 

Mipptewicu (Newton). Included 75 persons in boats. 

Moser ey. Increase mainly attributed to extension of the silk and crepe trades. 

MortrraM IN LONGDENDALE (Hattersley, Mottram). Decrease attributed to closing of a large cotton factory. 

Mottram IN LONGDENDALE (Stayley). Decrease attributed to closing of two large cotton manufactories 
in consequence of the death of the proprietor. 

Mortrram In Loncpenpate (Tintwistle). Increase in Micklehurst attributed to the erection of cotton 
manufacturing and spinning mills and to the flourishing state of the flannel trade. 

NantTwicu (Nantwich). Increase attributed to prosperous condition of the shoe trade. 

NantTwicu (Willaston). Same comment as for Coppenhall. 

Neston (Little Neston). Same comment as for Heswall. 

NesTON (‘Thornton Hough). Increase attributed to erection of a church and several cottages by a resident. 

NesTON (Willaston). Increase attributed to facilities afforded for railway communication. 

NorRTHENDEN (Northenden). Increase attributed to proximity to Manchester and to the building of villa 
residences. 

Over (Over). Increase mainly attributed to establishment of a cotton factory. 

Prestpury (Adlington, Butley, Fallibroome, Mottram St. Andrew, Newton, Poynton, Prestbury, Upton, 
Woodford, Worth). Decrease mainly attributed to demolition of old houses. 

PrestBuRY (Bollington). Decrease mainly attributed to closing of two cotton mills. 

PreEsTBURY (Bosley, Eaton, Henbury, Marton, North Rode, Siddington). Same comment as for Gawsworth. 

PresTBurY (Kettleshulme, Rainow). Decrease attributed to migration in search of employment. 

PRESTBURY (Sutton, Wildboarclough, Wincle). Decrease attributed to depression in silk trade. 

PrestBury (‘Tytherington). Decrease attributed to the demolition of several houses, the occupiers of which 
were removed to adjoining townships. 

Runcorn (Aston Grange). Decrease attributed to migration of 3 families in consequence of the dilapidated 
condition of their houses. 

Runcorn (Clifton). Increase attributed to temporary presence of men and their families employed in 
construction of a railway line through the district. 
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Runcorn (Daresbury, Hatton). Increase attributed to presence of workmen rebuilding Stretton and 
Daresbury churches. 

Runcorn (Halton). Increase mainly attributed to building and extension of tanneries. 

RUNCORN (Keckwick). Decrease mainly attributed to closing of a brickyard. 

Runcorn (Newton by Daresbury, Walton Superior). Increase mainly attributed to building of a large 
mansion. 

Runcorn (Norton, Preston on the Hill). Included ror and 45 persons respectively in boats; Norton also 
included 22 in a barn. 

RuNCcoRN (Runcorn). Increase attirbuted to establishment of soap and alkali works. 

RuNcoRN (Walton Inferior). Increase attributed to building of several houses since 1861. 

RUNCORN (Weston). Increase attributed to additional dwelling accommodation having been provided for 
the labourers employed at the stone quarries, alkali works, docks, etc. 

St. Oswa.p (Churton Heath). Same comment as for Aldford (Buerton). 

St. Peter. Decrease attributed to the conversion of dwelling houses into business premises. 

SANDBACH (Betchton, Hassall). Increase attributed to prosperous condition of salt trade. 

SANDBACH (Bradwall). Increase attributed to prosperous condition of the iron and wire-working trades. 

SANDBACH (Wheelock). Increase attributed to prosperity of trade in iron and salt. 

STOcKPorT (Bramhall). Same comment as for Davenham (Davenham, Rudheath, Stanthorne). 

Stockport (Bredbury). Increase attributed to flourishing state of the hat trade. 

StTockporT (Brinnington). Decrease attributed to migration of factory operatives in consequence of the 
depression in trade caused by the American war. A number of houses have been pulled down, their 
sites being required for a railway. 

Stockport (Disley). Increase attributed to building of houses for workpeople. 

Stockport (Dukinfield). Decrease attributed to effect of the American war on the cotton trade. 

Stockport (Stockport Etchells). Increase considered to be natural growth of population of a prosperous 
agricultural district. 

Stockport (Hyde). Increase attributed to extension of cotton mills. 

Stockport (Marple). Increase attributed to extension of cotton manufactories. 

STOcKPorT (Romiley). Increase attributed to the extension of cotton and hat manufactories. 

STOCKPoORT (Stockport). Decrease attributed to migration of factory operatives in consequence of the de- 
pression in trade caused by the American war. 

STOKE (Stoke). Included 39 persons in boats. 

STOKE (Whitby). See note under Eastham parish. 

TATTENHALL (Golborne Bellow, Tattenhall). Same comment as for Handley. 

Taxa (Yeardsley cum Whaley). Increase attributed to extension of the cotton trade. 

Upton By BIRKENHEAD. Same comment as for Bidston (Tranmere). 

Wa tasty (Liscard, Poulton cum Seacombe, Wallasey). Increase attributed to the introduction of gas and 
water works, and improved service of ferry steamers, the establishment (at Seacombe) of an iron 
shipbuilding yard and patent guano works, and the increase of commerce at the Birkenhead docks. 

WarMINGHAM (Moston). Same comment as for Sandbach (Bradwall). 

WEAVERHAM (Cuddington). Same comment as for Delamere. 

WILMsLow (Bollin Fee, Chorley, Fulshaw, Pownall Fee). Increase mainly attributed to building of villa 
residences for accommodation of persons engaged in business at Manchester. 

Woopcuurcu (Noctorum). Same comment as for Bidston (Claughton with Grange). 

Wysunsury (Shavington cum Gresty). Same comment as for Coppenhall. 

Wysunsury (Willaston). See note under Nantwich parish. 


1881 


A note states that the apparent decrease of population in the sub-district of Tattenhall is chiefly attributed 
to the fact that the population in 1871 included a number of labourers who were temporarily engaged in 
building a railway line. It should be noted, however, that only Broxton, Golborne Bellow, Golborne David, 
Handley, and Tattenhall townships in Tattenhall sub-district were stated in 1871 to include such labourers. 


1891 
EastHam. Included 848 persons engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 
ELTON (in Thornton A.P.). Included 30 persons engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 
Hooron. Included 256 persons engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 
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Ince. Included 772 persons engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 

NETHERPOOL. Included 304 persons in 26 temporary wooden huts engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 

StTaNLow. Included 320 persons engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 

STANNEY, GREAT. Included 15 persons engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 

WeRNETH. Decrease attributed to fact that five hat manufactories and one large cotton mill which were 
working in 1881 were closed in 1891. 

Wuirtsy. Included 1,024 persons engaged on the Manchester Ship Canal. 


IgOI 
Hoy.ake cum West Kirsy. Increase mainly attributed to its development as a popular holiday resort. 
Stockton Heatu. Increase mainly attributed to its proximity to Warrington. 


IQItI 

Bacue. Large increase due to inclusion in rgr1 of part of the Chester county lunatic asylum; in rgor all 
the inmates of this asylum were included in the population of Upton by Chester C.P. 

BEBINGTON, Lower. Large increase mainly attributed to development of the soap-making industry. 

BrpsToNn CuM Forp. Large increase attributed mainly to its development as a residential suburb, consequent 
on improved travelling facilities. 

BraDwaLt. Large increase attributed mainly to development of motor-wagon works. 

ELLESMERE Port. Large increase attributed mainly to industrial development. 

GRAPPENHALL. Large increase attributed mainly to proximity to the town of Warrington. 

HESWALL-CUM-OLDFIELD. Large increase mainly attributed to development as residential suburb of 
Liverpool. 

Hoyake cum West Kirsy. Large increase attributed mainly to its development as a health resort and to 
its proximity to Liverpool and Birkenhead. 

Krnoswoop. Large increase attributed mainly to the establishment of consumption sanatoria. 

LatcHrorD WITHOUT. Same comment as for Grappenhall. 

LepsHam. Large increase attributed mainly to the establishment of smallholdings. 

Liscarp. Large increase attributed mainly to proximity to city of Liverpool. 

Lostock Gratam. Large increase attributed mainly to the development of alkali manufacture. 

MarTHALL cuM WarrorD. Large increase attributed mainly to the establishment of the David Lewis 
Epileptic Colony. 

NEWTON BY CuesTER. Large increase attributed mainly to its proximity to the city of Chester. 

NEWTON BY Fropsuam. Large increase attributed mainly to the establishment of a branch of the National 
Children’s Home and Orphanage. 

ParTINGTON. Large increase attributed mainly to number of persons on board vessels in the docks situated 
in the parish. 

POULTON CUM SEACOMBE. Same comment as for Liscard. 

PRENTON. Large increase attributed mainly to its proximity to the town of Birkenhead. 

STOCKTON HEATH. Same comment as for Grappenhall. 

Taxa. Large increase attributed mainly to its development as a residential suburb. 

Upton By CuEsTER. See note for Bache. 

WALLASEY. Same comment as for Liscard. 

WALTON INFERIOR. Same comment as for Grappenhall. 

WILLASTON (in Neston A.P.). Same comment as for Heswall-cum-Oldfield. 


1921 
Bacutey. Large increase attributed mainly to the greater number of patients in the sanatorium. 
HESWALL-CUM-OLDFIELD. Increase attributed mainly to residential development due to proximity of parish 
to city of Liverpool. 
Moreton. Increase attributed mainly to the erection of bungalows, caravans, tents, etc., by persons unable 
to obtain house accommodation in the neighbouring towns. 
Ruv.ey. Increase attributed mainly to the conversion of four large farms into smallholdings. 


1931 
APpPLETON. Large increase attributed mainly to residential development. 
BarNSTON. Same comment as for Appleton. 
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BasFORD. Same comment as for Appleton. 

BouGHTON, GREAT. Same comment as for Appleton. 

BLACON CUM CRABWALL. Same comment as for Appleton. 

BuRTON. Same comment as for Appleton. 

CaLpy. Same comment as for Appleton. 

CHEADLE AND GATLEY. Same comment as for Appleton. 

CHESTER CasTLE. Increase attributed to increase in personnel of the military barracks. 

CHURTON BY FarNDON. Included 209 persons in a holiday camp. 

EasTHAM. Same comment as for Appleton. 

EATON. Same comment as for Appleton. 

ELLESMERE Port. Same comment as for Appleton. 

GayYTON. Same comment as for Appleton. 

GRANGE. Same comment as for Appleton. 

HarTFORD. Same comment as for Appleton. 

HEsWALL-CUM-OLDFIELD. Same comment as for Appleton. 

IrBy. Same comment as for Appleton. 

LATCHFORD WITHOUT. Same comment as for Appleton. 

Moston (St. Mary’s A.P.). Same comment as for Appleton. 

NoctToruM. Same comment as for Appleton. 

PEnsBy. Same comment as for Appleton. 

PouLTON cum SPITAL. Large increase attributed mainly to an increase in the number of poor-law institution 
inmates. 

POYNTON-WITH-WoRTH. Same comment as for Appleton. 

RUDHEATH. Same comment as for Appleton. 

SAUGHALL Massig. Same comment as for Appleton. 

SHAVINGTON CUM GreEsTy. Same comment as for Appleton. 

SuTTON, GREAT. Same comment as for Appleton. 

TIMPERLEY. Same comment as for Appleton. 

UPTON BY BIRKENHEAD. Same comment as for Appleton. 

WEAVERHAM. Same comment as for Appleton. 

Weston (Runcorn A.P.). Large increase attributed mainly to the building of houses for the purpose of 
accommodating factory employees. 

WIttasTon (Neston A.P.). Same comment as for Appleton. 

WISTASTON. Same comment as for Appleton. 

WooprorpD. Same comment as for Appleton. 


1951, 1961, 1971 


No comments were given for these years. 
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Note. The following abbreviations used in the index, sometimes with the addition of the letter s to form the plural, 
may require elucidation: abp., archbishop; Alex., Alexander; Alf., Alfred; And., Andrew; Bart., Bartholomew; bd., 
board; boro., borough; bp., bishop; C.B., county borough; cast., castle; Chas., Charles; co., county; Col., Colonel; coll., 
college; ct., court; d., died; Dan., Daniel; dau., daughter; dist., district; div., division; E.P.P., extra-parochial place; 
Edm., Edmund; educ., education; Edw., Edward; Eliz., Elizabeth; fam., family; fl., flourished; Fred., Frederick; gen., 
general; Geo., George; Geof., Geoffrey; Gilb., Gilbert; Gt., Great; Hen., Henry; Herb., Herbert; ho., house; Humph., 
Humphrey; hund., hundred; ind., industry; Jas., James; Jos., Joseph; jr., junior; loc., local; m., married; Mat., Matthew; 
n, note; Nic., Nicholas; mn, notes; par., parish; parl., parliamentary; Phil., Philip; R.D., rural district; rec., record; 
rep., representation; Ric., Richard; rly., railway; Rob., Robert; Rog., Roger; Salop., Shropshire; Sam., Samuel; sch., 
school; Sim., Simon; sr., senior; sta., station; Steph., Stephen; Thos., Thomas; U.D., urban district; vct., viscount; w., 


wife; wid., widow; Wm., William 


An italic page number denotes an illustration on that page or facing it. 
Cross-references to the names of townships and civil parishes listed on pp. 202-40 are not included under those of the 


parent parishes. 


Abingdon (Berks.), 13 
Acland, Sir Ric., M.P., 153 2 
Acton, 192, 196, 202, 215, 240n, 
243 
Acton (later Acton Bridge), in Weaver- 
ham, 197, 202, 215 7, 237 
Acton Grange, in Runcorn, 188, 197, 
202, 203 1, 228, 237 
Adam, justice of earl of Chester, 3 
Addington, Hen., later Vct. Sid- 
mouth, 135, 137 
Adlington, in Prestbury, 96, 123, 125, 
179, 184, 195, 202, 207 2, 244, 246 
administrative history, 1-97 
Agden, in Bowdon and Rostherne, 96, 
IQI nN, 193-4, 202, 207, 221 n, 228 
Agden, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 202, 
221 
air-raid precautions, 92 
Alcock, John, bp. of Rochester, 34 
Alderley, 192, 202 
Nether Alderley, 125, 178, 195, 
202, 241-2 
Over Alderley, 125, 195, 202 
Alderley Edge, 91, 96, 138, 202, 211 n, 
213 1, 239 
Mary Dendy homes for mentally 
defective, 90 
PD SES. On 750202, 20717, 2IT 7, 
ZING Dy PROV 
Aldersey, Wm., M.P., 110-11 
Aldersey, in Coddington, 198, 202, 
212 
Aldford, 191, 194, 198, 202, 2297, 


243, 245 
‘Aldredelie’, in Delamere forest, 172, 
178 
alehouses, 49-51, 64, 106, 136 
alkali industry, 248 
Allan, J. S., M.P., 148 2 
Allen, S. Schofield, M.P., 149 
Allostock, in Gt. Budworth, 1927, 
197, 202, 208 
Alpraham, in Bunbury, 191 7, 196, 
202, 209 
Alsager, in Barthomley, 203-4, 241, 
243, 245 
training coll., 89 
U.D., 79-80, 81 n, 203 
Altrincham, in Bowdon, 91, 93, 138, 
SOE ZOS OV EDS 7 LT Ts 
235 M, 243, 245 
boro., 79-80, 81 7, 189, 203 
CO, ct., 59 
ho. of correction, 51 
loc. bd., 77-8 
parl. rep., 140, 143, 147, 160 
petty sessional div., 64 
poor-law union, 75-6 
RDS E1O3 1203 
secondary sch., 88 


1ULIDL; ACR, eye, Suga Big 
235 1 
Altrincham and Sale, parl. rep., 140— 
it, io 


Alvanley, in Frodsham, 247, 197, 
203, 216, 2177” 

Alvaston, in Nantwich, 196, 203, 224, 
239n 

ambulance service, 90 

stas., 87 

American Civil War, 247 

American War of Independence, 126, 
135 

analyst, see Cheshire: co. analyst 

Anderton, in Gt. Budworth, 191 n, 
197, 203, 208, 244-5 

‘Anhus’, in Macclesfield forest, 178 

Anti-Corn Law League, 146, 156 

anti-sedition laws, 126 

Antrobus, Phil., 44 

Antrobus, in Gt. Budworth, 191 n, 
197, 203, 208, 231 2 


Appleton, in Gt. Budworth, 188, 
WOE, Wy, Ae, Ae} Hw. 
233 1, 248 


Aquitaine, 183 
archers, see soldiers 
architect, see Cheshire: co. council 
archivist, see Cheshire: co. council 
Arclid, in Sandbach, 192 n, 195, 203, 
230, 243 
Arden, John, sheriff of Ches., 58 n 
Arderne: 
John, 174 
Peter, 181 
Ralph, 41 
Ric era 
array, commissions of, 32-4, 114 
Arrowe, in Woodchurch, 199, 203, 
207 N, 219 nN, 239 
Arthur, s. of King Hen. VII, prince of 
Wales and earl of Chester, 9, 24 
council of, 30, 34 
Arundel, earl of, see FitzAlan 
lands, 11 
Arundel (Suss.), 103 2 
Ascock, Sir Bart., 101 
Ashby, John, chamberlain of Chester, 


20 
Ashley, in Bowdon, 96, 193-4, 203, 
207, 243, 245 
Ashton, in Tarvin, 24”, 69, 191 n, 
198, 203, 234 
Ashton-under-Lyne (Lancs.), 
BOS 2Ls 71230 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 79, 193, 199 
(Dy 205.72 
Ashton upon Mersey, 191, 193-4, 
203-4, 207 N, 230, 243, 245 
U.D., 79, 194, 204, 230 


188, 
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assessments, see subsidies 

assizes, 59, 63 

Astbury, 192, 204 
rector, see Dod, Thos. 


Aston: 
Hen., 136 
John, 42 


Sir Rog., 101 n 
Thos. (d. 1552), 42 
his s., 42 
Sir Thos. (d. 1613), 42 
Sir Thos. (d. 1646), sheriff of Ches., 
42, 107-8 
Sir Thos. (d. 1744), 124 
Sir Willoughby, 119 
Aston, 197, 204, 229 n 
Aston by Budworth, in Gt. Budworth, 
IQI N, 193-4, 204, 208 
Aston by Sutton, in Runcorn, 197, 
204, 228 
Aston Grange, in Runcorn, 197, 204, 
228, 246 
Aston juxta Mondrum, in Acton, 196, 
202, 204. 
Atiscros hundred, 167 
auditor, see Cheshire: co. auditor 
Audlem, 54, 192, 196, 204, 2177, 
240 N, 241 
Audley: 
Hen. of, 6 
Sir Hugh, justice of Chester, 11 
Austerson, in Acton, 196, 202, 204 
avowries, 4, 28-9, 35 
Avranches, vicomte of, see Richard 
‘Ayton’ (unidentified), 172 n 
Azores, the, 105 


Bache, in St. Oswald’s, Chester, 191 n, 
194, 204, 229, 248 
Backford, 191-2, 194, 204, 227 n 
Hall, 84 
Baddiley, 54, 192, 196, 204, 209”, 


211 N, 245 

Baddington, in Acton, 196, 202, 204, 
2251 

Badlesmere, Guncelin de, justice of 
Chester, 7-8 


Baguley, in Bowdon (in Manchester 
from 1931), 95, 188, 193-4, 204, 
207, 225 N, 243, 245, 248 

Bailey, Thos., 69 

Balterley (Staffs.), 213 n, 225 n, 235 

Barnston, Hen., M.P., 147 

Barnston, in Woodchurch, 199, 204, 
209 n, 238-9, 248 

Barnton, in Gt. Budworth, 70, 191 n, 
197, 204, 208, 245 

Barrow, I91, 194, 198, 204, 213 7, 
233 2 

Great Barrow, 24, 205 n 
Little Barrow, 24 , 205 ” 
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Barrow (cont.): 

rector, see Forster 

Stamford Bridge, q.v. 
Barry, Jas., earl of Barrymore, 122 
Barthomley, 93, 192, 196, 204-5 
Bartington, in Gt. Budworth, 191 n, 

197, 205, 208, 215 m, 245 

Barton, in Farndon, 198, 205, 215 


Basford, in Wybunbury, 196, 205, 
240, 249 
Basingwerk, in Holywell (Flints.), 


abbot of, 186 
bastardy, 50 
Batherton, in Wybunbury, 196, 205, 
240 
Baumvill: 
Agnes, see Sylvester 
Joan, m. Wm. Stanley, 185 
Phil. de, 185 
Thos. de, 185 
Bavand: 
Ric Vi barns 
iihost VP. ery 
Beard, ‘Thornsett, Oversett, 
Whittle (Derb.), 225 2 
Beaufort, Thos., duke of Exeter, 
justice of Chester, 13-14 
Bebington, 91, 192, 205 
boro., 79-80, 81 m, 189, 205, 209 n, 
2357 
Clatterbridge, q.v. 
Higher Bebington, 205-6, 242, 245 
loc. bd., 77-8 
WED F205 
Lower Bebington, 205, 207 n, 241— 
2, 245, 248 
loc. bd., 77 , 78 
UD 2052077 
parl. rep., 140, 162 
U.D., 199, 215 2, 219 n, 235n 
Bebington and Bromborough, U.D., 
205 
Becket, Radegund, 23 
“‘Bedalehethe’ (unidentified), 172 n 
Beeston: 
Sir Geo., M.P., 105 


and 


Sir Hugh, M.P., ror , 105 
Thos., 26 
Wm., lands of, 21 
Beeston, in Bunbury, 153, 191 7, 196, 
198, 205, 209 
cast., 7, 176 
Belgravi ia, in Westminster (Mdx.), 


129 
Penrace Wm. Hen. Cavendish, duke 
of Portland, 125 
Berkshire, see Abingdon; Reading 
Berwick, Hugh, justice of Chester, 
12 1, 34 
Betchton, John, 175 
Betchton, in Sandbach, 
205, 230, 247 
Bewdley (Worcs.), 34 
Bexton, in Knutsford, 
220 
Bickerton, 
221 
Bickley, in Malpas, 125, 196, 198-9, 
206, 221 
Biddulph (Staftfs.), 75 
Bidston, 192, 206 
Bidston cum Ford, 
237 n, 248 
Bingley, John, M.P., 111-12 
Birches, in Gt. Budworth, 192 n, 197, 
206, 208, 221 
Birkenhead: 
Hen. (d. 1613), prothonotary of ct. 
of Gt. Sessions, 43 
Hen. (d. 1646), prothonotary of ct. 
of Gt. Sessions, 43 
John, recorder of Chester, 43 
Ralph, 175 
Ric., recorder of Chester, 42-3, 
IIon 
fam., 43 


192m, 195, 


193-4, 205, 


in Malpas, 196, 206, 


193, 199, 206, 


Birkenhead, in Bidston, 84, 148, 
203 n, 206, 237 N, 241, 243, 245— 
6, 248 
Birkenhead East, parl. rep., 159- 
60, 162 


Birkenhead West, parl. rep., 162 
boro., 79, 189, 206 
C.B., 79-80, 81 n, 82, 90, 94-5, 
189, 199-200, 203”, 205-6, 
237 Nn 
GO. Cin 50 
docks, 247 
improvement act commissioners, 
THRs 
lock-up ho., 241 
parl. rep., 98, 139-41, 143, 146-7, 
152, 157, 159-60, 162 
police, 92 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 193, 199-200, 206 
UD 20 
Birkenhead Advertizer, 146, 157 
Birmingham Wagon Co., 245 
Birtles: 
Hen., justice of Chester, 14 
John, 45 
Birtles, in Prestbury, 195, 206, 217 n, 
226 
Black, W. H., 60 
Blackden, in Sandbach, 192 n, 
206, 217, 230, 242-3 
Blacon cum Crabwall, in Holy and Un- 
divided ‘Trinity, Chester, 192 n, 
194, 206, 211 n, 218, 223 7, 249 
Blakenhall, in Wybunbury, 196, 206, 
225 N, 240 
Blaston, Thos., chamberlain of Ches- 
ter, 20 
Bleachers’ Association, 147 
Bliburgh, Wm., 33 
‘Bluntebroc’ (unidentified), 184 
boards of guardians, 64 
boards of health, see local boards 
Bollin, Hamon, 183 
Bollin Fee, in Wilmslow, 202, 203 n, 
206, 212, 217 n, 227 n, 238, 242, 
247 
Bollington, in Bowdon and Rostherne, 
96, I91 N, 193-4, 206-7, 228 
Bollington, in Prestbury, 179 n, 184, 
Ain AN, AT, AB, Psi 
244, 246 
loc. bd., 77 n, 78 
Saltersford, q.v. 
UPD 8000 71,9 20317200 amie: 


195, 


237 1 
Book of Orders, 48, 50-2 
Booth: 
Sir Geo., 43-4, 54, 107-8 
Geo., Baron Delamere, 108, 109 n, 
Tats, us) 
Hen., Baron Delamere, earl of 
Warrington, custos rotulorum 


of Ches., 74, 116, 117 n, 118- 
20 

Langham, 122-3 

Sir Rob., sheriff of Ches., 27 


Sir Wm. (d. 1477), 26 
Sir Wm. (d. 1579), M.P., 105 
Wm. (d. 1633), M.P., 107 
fam. 42, 101 n, 116-17, 120-1, 123, 
125 
Bootle, Ric. Wilbraham, M.P., 134, 
136 
Bordeaux, 186 
boroughs, 188-9; and see Altrincham; 
Bebington; Birkenhead; Chester; 
Congleton; Crewe; Dukinfield; 
Ellesmere Port; Hyde; Maccles- 
field; Sale; Stalybridge; Stock- 


port; Wallasey; Warrington; 
Widnes 
0., 79-81, 92, 94, 188; and see 


Birkenhead; Chester; Man- 
chester; Stockport; Stoke-on- 
Trent; Wallasey; Warrington 
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municipal, 77, 79-81, 88, 188-9 
parl., 142-5, 189 
Bosden, in Cheadle, 198, 206, 211 n, 
217 N, 244 
Bosley, in Prestbury, 178, 184, 195, 
206, 226, 244, 246 
Bostock, Edw., 184 
Bostock, in Davenham, 197, 206, 213, 
223 N, 239n 
Boughton, Great, in St. Oswald’s, 
Chester, 191 7, 194, 203 n, 206, 
211 N, 219 N, 229, 243-4, 249 
poor-law union, 75-7 
Boughton, Spital, 59, 211 
Boundary Commission, 141 
Bowdon, 91, 138, 191, 203, 207, 
225 N, 243, 245 
lochibden ait 
WED Pr SOm oma LO4 Zor 
Wythenshawe, q.v. 
Boynton, J. K., clerk to the co. 
council, 85-6 
Bradley, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 207, 
221, 246 
Bradshaw: 
Edw., M.P., 114 
John, M.P., justice of Chester, 38, 
108 1, 109, I14 
Bradwall, in Sandbach, 192, 207, 
219 N, 230, 231 m, 244, 247-8 
Bramhall, in ae gI, 198, 207, 
PRG Py ERE, 2G 
Branfield eae (Denb. ), 225% 
Bray, Sir Reg., chamberlain of Ches- 
ter, 20-1 
Bredbury, in Stockport, 91, 
223 N, 232, 233 M, 245, 247 
loc. bd., 77 n, 78 
Bredbury and Romiley, U.D., 80, 


208, 


817, 108, 208, 213 2) 250m, 
2337 
Brereton: 
Sir And., dau. of, 103 
John, 42 


Sir Randal (d. c. 1530), chamber- 
lain of Chester, 20-1 

Sir Randal (d. 1611), 43-4 

Thos., 132-3 

Urian, 42 

Wm. (d. 1536), chamberlain of 
Chester, 20-1, 25, 103 

hir wid., 203 

Wm. (d. 1541), deputy chamber- 
lain of Chester, 20-1, 27 

Sir Wm. (d. 1559), M.P., ror m, 104 

Wm. (d. 1630), M.P., 107 

Wm., Ld. Brereton (d. 1630), 42, 


106 
Sir Wm. (d. 1661), 37, 48-9, 101 n, 
107-9, 183 


Wm., Ld. Brereton (d. 
lieutenant, 42, 61 
Wm., later Ld. Brereton (d. 1679), 
MEPS rns 
fam., 42, 102, 107 
Brereton, 195, 208 
Brereton cum Smethwick, 192, 195, 
208 
Brerewood, Sir Rob., 
Chester, 112 7, 113 
Bridge, Tobias, major-gen., 109 
Bridgemere, in Wybunbury, 
208, 240 
bridgemaster, see Cheshire: surveyor 
bridges, 40-1, 43, 50-I, 53, 65-7, 
70-1, 93; and see Brinksway; 
Broadbottom; Farndon; Frod- 
sham; Otterspool; Saltersford : 
Stamford Bridge; Stone Bridge; 
Warrington; Winsford 
Bridge Trafford, see Trafford, Bridge 
Brighton, New, in Wallasey, 82 


1664), Id. 


recorder of 


196, 


Brimstage, in Bromborough, 192 n, 
199, 205, 208 

Brindley, in Acton, 196, 202, 205 , 
208, 243 


Brinksway bridge, 71 1 
Brinnington, in Stockport, 198, 208, 
232, 247 
Broadbottom bridge, 71 
Brock, Wm., M.P., 113 
Brocklehurst; 
John, M.P., 157-8 
W. C., 152 
fam., 143, 145, 154 
Bromborough, 129, 185, 192, 208, 
227 N, 244-5 
loc. bd., 79” 
We rr208..22707 
Bromley, Geo., justice of Chester, 39 
Bromley-Davenport: 
Sir Walter, M.P., 147-8 
Sir Wm., M.P., ld. lieutenant, 61 7, 
146, I51 
Brooke: 
Hen., M.P., 109 ” 
Peter, M.P., 109 
Sir Ric. (d. 1781), 56 
Sir Ric. (d. 1865), 137 
Thos., sheriff of Ches., 43 
Thos., vicar of Wistaston, 142 n 
Brookes: 
John, M.P., 147 
W. Cunliffe, 145, 147 
Broomhall, in Wrenbury, 196, 208, 
240 
Browne, Jas., 44 
Broxton, in Malpas, 198, 208, 221, 
246-7 
highway bd. dists., 70 7, 78 
hund., 24 1, 29-30, 52-3, 64-5, 67- 
8, 191, 208 
higher div., 191 
lower div., 191, 192 m, 193 7 
Bruen: 
John (fl. 1428), justice of Chester, 
14, 25-6 
John (fl. 1564), 42 


Bruen Stapleford, see Stapleford, 
Bruen 

Brunham, John, chamberlain of Ches- 
ter, 19-20 


Brunner, Sir John, M.P., 147 
Brunner and Mond, alkali manufac- 
turers, 147 
Bryne, Ralph, 51 
Buckinghamshire, see Eton College 
Buckley, Rob., 44 
Bucklow: 
hospital bd., 90 
hund., 23-4, 43, 51-2, 64-5, 67-8, 
70, 73, 139, 191, 208 
serjeants of peace, 29 
parl. rep., 141 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 80, 81 2, 193-4, 208, 217 7 
Bucklow (Daresbury), highway bd. 
dist., 70 n, 78 
Bucklow East: 
highway bd. dist., 70, 78 
petty sessional div., 64 
Budworth, Great, 191-2, 197, 208-9, 
2137 
Budworth, Little, 172, 174, 191, 197, 
208-9, 215 ”, 227 
Buerton, in Aldford, 191 7, 194, 198, 
202, 209 
marquess of Westminster’s estate, 
245 
Buerton, in Audlem, 196, 204, 209 
Buglawton, in Astbury, 192”, 204, 
209, 213 1, 215 N, 241, 245 
loc. bd., 77 2, 78 
WED, 79; 109 
buildings, see Cheshire: co. buildings 
Bulkeley: 
Edm., attorney-general of Ches., 26 
Ric., Vct. Bulkeley, 124-5 
his tenants, 124 
Wm., 176 
Bulkeley, in Malpas, 196, 209, 221 
Bull, Stanhope, 70 
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INDEX 


Bunbury: 
Sin @hass Vl. b.,2hlO ns 3 
Sir Hen. (d. 1634), 43 
Sim teny(d.1732)) Vl. bE. 131 —2 
Bunbury, 45, 59, 67, 1gl, 196, 209, 
235 1, 241 
Burghersh, Bart., justice of Chester, 
12 
burial boards, 79 
Burland, in Acton, 155, 196, 202, 
205 nN, 210 
Burntwood (Staffs.), 90 
Burton, 6, 54, 192, 210, 224, 249 
rector, 54 
Burton, in Tarvin, 69, 1917, 198, 
210, 234 
Burwardsley, in Bunbury, 191, 196, 
198, 209-10 
Bury: 
Arnold, Vet. Bury, 147 ” 
Ric., chamberlain of Chester, later 
bp. of Durham, 18-20 
Bute, earl of, see Stuart 
Butley, in Prestbury, 
210, 226, 227 n, 246 
Byley (Byley cum Yatehouse), in 
Middlewich, 192”, 197, 210, 
221 nN, 222, 229 Nn 
Byrom, Geo., rector of Thornton, 41 


195, 2071, 


Caernarvonshire, see Deganwy 
Caldecott, in Shocklach, 198, 210, 


230 
Caldy, in West Kirby, 199, 210, 218— 
19, 248 
‘hundred’, 31 
calico printing, 242 
Calveley: 
Sir Hugh, M.P., ror m, 103-4 
fam., 42 
Calveley, in Bunbury, 1917, 196, 
209-10 
Cambridge, Thos., 33 
Cambridge University, 149, 164 
canals, 241-2, 244-5 
Canterbury (Kent), 13 
Canton (China), 157 
Capenhurst, in Shotwick, 194, 210, 
230 
Capesthorne, in Prestbury, 195, 210, 
2205230 92 
Carden, in Tilston, 198, 210, 235 
Carrington, in Bowdon, 193-4, 203 1, 
207, 210 
Carswell, Hugh, clerk to co. council, 
85-6 
Cary, Sir Hen., M.P., 112 


Castle Northwich, see Northwich, 
Castle 

Cathedral Church Precinct, see Ches- 
ter 


Catholic emancipation, 137 
cattle plague, 68 
Caughall, in Backford, 191, 194, 
2OAW21ON 22770 

causeways, 44, 7I 
Cecil fam., 103 
Census Reports, 188-90, 241 
Chadwick, David, M.P., 146 
Champagne, Rob., 179, 181 
Chancery, ct. of, 40, 58 

Lord Chancellor, 57, 93, I11 
Chandos, Sir John, 167, 175, 181 
chapelries, 188 
Chapman, W. Dobson, 85, 91 
Charles I: 

as earl of Chester, 36 

trial, 109 
Charlton, Sir Job, chief justice of 

Chester, 57 

Chartists, 145, 157 
Chatham (Kent), 105 
Cheadle, 145, 192, 210, 232 

Cheadle Bulkeley, 198, 210, 233 7, 

241, 245 
Cheadle Moseley, 198, 210, 233 ” 
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Manchester Warehousemen and 
Clerks’ Orphan Sch., 245 
parl. rep., 140, 161 
rector, see Nicholls, Wm. 
Cheadle and Gatley, 210, 217 , 239N, 

249 

loc. bd., 79 ” 

(OD SO Neon 7 meLOG wee LOom ot 7a77, 


239n 
Checkley cum Wrinehill, in Wybun- 
bury, 196, 210, 225 7, 240 
Chelford, in Prestbury, 195, 210, 226, 
242 
chemical industry, 138, 147-9 
Cheshire: 
admin. co., 189, 202, 203 ”, 231 n, 
235 0 
ancient co., 202, 203 ”, 241 
boundaries, 2, 85, 94-6 
Cheshire (East), parl. rep., 145 
Cheshire (Mid), parl. rep., 142 
Cheshire (North), parl. rep., 139, 
142, 150, 158 
Cheshire (South), parl. rep., 139, 
142, 149, 153, 158 
chief constable, 73, 92 
chief executive, 84. 
clerk of the peace, q.v. 
co. analyst, 93 
co. auditor, 69, 83 
co. buildings, 57, 83-4 
co. council, 67, 82-97 
administrative staff, 84 
aldermen, 82-3, 96 
architect, 84 
archivist, 94 
arms, 97, 97 
badge, 97 
chairmen, 83, 88, 92, 96 
children’s department, 90-1 
clerks, 84-6 
committees, 84-5; agriculture, 
85 n, 93-4; civil defence, 92; 
educ., 857, 87; executive, 
93-4} post-war reconstruction, 
91; public assistance, 85 1, 91; 
standing joint, 84, 92; weights 
and measures, 85, 93 
composition, 82-3, 96 
co. secretary, 84 
emergency planning department, 


4. 

finance, 86-7 

health department, 90 

highways and transportation de- 
partment, 84 

information officer, 85 

libraries and museums depart- 


ment, 84, 89 
organization and methods unit, 
85 


print manager, 85 
purchasing officer, 85 


seals, 97 
social services department, 84, 
gI 


sub-committees, 85, 87, 94 
trading standards department, 
84, 93 
training officer, 85 
transport co-ordinator, 85 
vice-chairmen, 83, 92, 96 
weights and measures depart- 
ment, 93 
welfare department, 90-1 
co. analyst, 93 
co. stock, 64, 66 
custos rotulorum, 61, 103, 105; and 
see Booth, Hen.; Cholmon- 
deley, Geo. Jas.; Fitton, Sir 
Edw. (d. 1579) 
fire service, q.v. 
freeholders, 35, 42, 44, 54, 64, 74, 
98-9, 103, 106, 109 
lieutenant, lord, 50, 54, 61, 73-4, 
102, 108, 134; and see Brereton, 
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Cheshire (cont.): 
Wm. (d. 1664); Bromley- 
Davenport, Sir Wm.; Egerton, 
Wilbraham; Egerton, Wm. 
Tatton; Grey, Geo. Harry (d. 
1819); Grosvenor, Hugh Lu- 
pus; Grosvenor, Hugh Ric. 
Arthur; Grosvenor,’ Ric.; 
Lever, P. W. H.; Stanley, 
Edw.; Stanley, Jas.; Stanley, 
Wm. (d. 1642) 
deputies, 54-5, 73-4, I17, 119 
sheriff, 3, 10,19, 21, 26-9, 31, 337-4, 
37, 40, 43, 54, 56, 58-60, 71, 
98, 109, 116, 118, 130”; and 
see Arden; Aston, Sir Thos. 
(d. 1646); Booth, Sir Rob.; 
Brooke, Thos.; Danyers; Del- 
ves, Sir Hen.; Dutton, Lawr.; 
Dutton, Sir Peter; Holford; 
Leigh, John; Savage, Sir John; 
Scolehall; Stanley, Wm. (d. 
1495); Stanley, Wm. (fl. late 
15th cent.); Warburton, John; 
Young 
ct. 35, 49, 59, 109 
‘tooth’, 28 
tourn, 17-18, 28 
under-sheriff, 27 
surveyor and bridgemaster, 69-71, 
83-4 
treasurer, 53-4, 68-9, 72, 84 
weights and measures, inspectors, 
84, 
Cheshire Association for Parliamen- 
tary Reform, 125 
Cheshire Conservative Association, 
152 
Cheshire Football Association, 147 
Cheshire Publicity and Industrial 
Development Council, 85 
Cheshire Whig Club, 152 
Chester, earls of, 1-2, 36; and see 
Arthur; Charles I; Edw. II; 
Edw. III; Edw., the Black Prince; 
Edw., s. of Hen. VI; Frederick; 
Gherbod; Hen., s. of Jas. I; 
Hugh (1); Hugh (11); Ranulph (1); 
Ranulph (II); Ranulph (III); 
Richard; Scot 
demesnes, 22-3, 34 
earldom, 1-8 
honor, 2 
(Chestene20— ONE O22 ciao. 
39-40, 45-8, 50, 53, 56, 59, 63, 
65, 73> His 82, 91-3, 98-102, 
107, 109, P52, 163, 189, 192 72) 
LOST 2lOw2 Lon 22 aie 2 Ome oO iIe. 
244-5, 248 
aldermen, 99-100, 110, 
132-3 
alehouses, 136 
alms-houses, 211 7 
archdeacon, 33; and see Snell 
assembly, 110-14, 128-31, 134, 137 
barracks, 244 
bp., 41; and see Downham; Peploe 
bridge, see Stone Bridge 
butchers, 107 
C.B., 79-80, 81 n, 82, 90, 94-5, 189, 
207 N, 210, 223 N, 225 nN, 237 Nn 
cast., I, 7» Io-Il, 38, 40, 43-4, 49, 
553505050) O05, 07 72, 
83-4, 176, 193 
barracks, 74, 193 n, 211 n, 249 
constable, 71 
E.P.P., 104, 210-11, 247 
Exchequer ct., 48, 71-2 
gaol, 17, 57; 62, 71-2, 193 n, 
2II nN, 241 
new co. hall, 48 
petty sessional div., 64 
prothonotary’s room, 57, 71 
shire hall or common hall of 
pleas, 71-2 
cathedral, 56 


127-9, 


Cathedral Church Precinct, 193, 


210 

charters, 98, 110-12, 114, 117, 129— 
30 

Commerce Ho., 84 

co. ct., 59 


co. police headquarters, 92 
common councillors, 99-100, 110, 
133 
coroners, 31 
dist., 70 
corporation, 38-9, 99-100, 110 
council, 88 
County Hall, 84-6, 92 
Deanery, 145 
Deemmuillsyr14s 176 
diocese: 
chancellor, see Mainwaring, Edm. 
probate registry, 94 
dist., 95-6 
road safety office, 84 
escheator, 31 
fire service dist., 93 
freemen, 99-101, 110, 112, 132-7 
gaol, 60, 242-3 
gas works, 145 
guilds, 110-11, 134 
Holy and Undivided Trinity, par., 
192-3, 211, 217-18, 242-3 
hospital, Blue Coat, 211 
infirmary, 242-3 
ind., 244-6 
inns, 57 
mayor, 29, 31, 33, 39, 98-100, TI2— 
14, 129-30, 133-4; and see 
Ratcliffe, John 
Merchant Adventurers Company, 
IIO-I1 
militia, 74 
Northgate Ho., 85 
palatinate, see Chester, palatinate of 
parishes, 75 
parl. rep., 98, 110-14, 127-38, 140- 
T, 143, 145, 147, 149-50, 154, 
156-8, 160 n, 162 
penitentiary, female, 242 
Pentice ct., 15, 40, 111-12 
police, 92 
poor-law ‘incorporation’, 75 
poor-law union, 76 
Portmote ct., 40, 111 
R.D., 79-80, 81 n, 91, 194-5, 198— 
Op Ailey Alu iy ABS 
rly. sta., 244 
recorder, gg-100, 110, 112-14, 
127-9, 133; and see Birken- 
head, John; Birkenhead, 
Ric.;  Brerewood; Gerard, 
Thos.; Gerard, Wm.; Leving; 
Sneyd; Whitby, Edw.; Will- 
iams, Wm. 
rural divisional executive for educ., 
88 
St. Bridget, par., 193, 211, 244 
St. John the Baptist, par., 193, 211, 
227 N, 242 
St. John, Little, E.P.P., 193, 210-11 
St. Martin, par., 193, 211, 242-4 
St. Mary-on-the-Hill, par., 191-3, 
22 Ome 
St. Michael, par., 193, 211, 242 
St. Olave, par., 193, 211 
St. Oswald, par., 191-3, 203 n, 211, 
217 Nn, 229 
St. Peter, par., 193, 211, 244, 246 
St. Werburgh’s abbey, 6, 177, 184— 
5, 187 
abbot, 3, 6, 14, 176, 185-6 
annals, I, 3 
sheriffs, 59-60, 110 , 114 
streets, 84 
tanners, 131-2 
training coll., 242 
under-sheriff, 100 
Walmoor Ho., 84 
workhouse, 242-3 
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Chester, palatinate of, 5, 8, 9-41, 


56-60 
arms, 97 
attorney-general, 25-6, 40 
bailiff-errant, 29, 40 
‘baronies’, 30 
‘barons’, 2, 4, 8 
carpenter, 40 
chamberlain, 3, 7, 9-11, 18-25, 27— 
9, 33, 37-8, 40, 43, 50, 58, 96, 
98, 102, 111, 175-6, 183, 186; 
and see Ashby; Blaston; Bray; 
Brereton, Sir Randal (d. c. 
1530); Brereton, Wm. (d. 
1536); Brunham; Bury; Chol- 
mondeley, Geo. Jas.; Dudley; 
Egerton, Thos.; Frost; Grey, 
Geo. Harry (d. 1845); Lent- 
hall; Mackworth; Maunsell; 
Melton; Painel; Paris; Pole, 
Sir Ric.; Stanley, Chas.; 
Stanley, Edw.; Stanley, Hen.; 
Stanley, Jas.; Stanley, Wm. 
(d. 1495); Stanley, Wm. (d. 
1642); ‘Trevor; ‘Troutbeck, 
John; Troutbeck, Wm.; Tun- 
stall; Woodhouse 
accounts of, 19, 22, 169 
deputy (vice-chamberlain), 20-1, 
33, 36, 38-40, 43, 50, 58, 111, 
113; assistant of, 40 
charters of liberties, 24 
chief clerk, 3 
commonalty, 23-5 
constable, 2-3 
lands, 31 
controller, 18-19 
co. Ct., 3-5, 7, 9, 12, 14-15, 17, 25, 
28, 31, 34-5, 169 
doomsmen, 4, 12, 15-16, 28 
rec., 17-18, 22 
suitors, 15-16, 28 
cts., 97, 106; and see Chester, 
palatinate of: co. ct., Exche- 
quer, and Great Sessions 
escheator, 8, 10, 19, 22, 25-6, 28, 
43-4 
deputy, 26 
Exchequer, 3, 9-10, 18-27, 34-41, 
53, 57-9, 105-6, 110-11 
attorneys, 40 
baron or clerk, 39-40, 58, 105, 
III, 129; deputy, 40, 58 
clerks, 58 
controller, 40 
crier, 40 
examiner, 40 
messenger, 40 
procedure, 40-1 
rec., 40, 58; enrolments (Recogni- 
zance Rolls), 19, 21-2, 40, 58 
seal, 96 
serjeants, 40 
feodary, 43-4 
financial organization, 4-5, 7-8 
Great Sessions, 37-9, 41, 44, 50, 
56-7, 59,71, 115, 107 
prothonotary, 587, 61; and see 
Birkenhead, Hen. (d. 1613); 
Birkehnead, Hen. (d. 1646) 
justice, later chief justice, 2-3, 5-7, 
9-15, 18-19, 22-5, 27, 43, 50, 
57-8, 109, 169-70, 175-6, 
182-3, 186-7; and see Audley, 
Sir Hugh; Badlesmere; Beau- 
fort; Berwick; Birtles, Hen.; 
Bradshaw, John; Bromley; 
Bruen; Burghersh; Clinton; 
Copley; Damory; Draycott; 
Englefield; Felton; Ferrers, 
Sir Hen.; Ferrers, Sir Thos.; 
Frene; Grey, John de; Grey, 
Reynold de; Hare; Holes, 
Hugh; Holland, John; Hol- 
land, Sir Rob.; Holt; Hornby; 
Ingham; Jeffreys; Lancaster, 


Humph. of; Langley; Lewke- 
nor; Mainwaring, Ranulph 
de; Massey, Ric.; Morton, 
John; Mowbray; Needham; 
Nevill; Ormesby; Percy; Pole, 
John de la; Pole, Wm. de la; 
Sapey; Scrope; Seagrave; 
Stanley, Geo.; Stanley, Thos.; 
Sulyard; Talbot, Gilb.; 
Throckmorton; Tiptoft; Town- 
shend, Rob.; Trenchard; Trus- 
sell; Vere; Warburton, Peter; 
Whitelocke; Woodstock, Thos. 
of; Zouche 
bailiffs, 33 
deputy, 4, 10, 12, 13-15, 19, 23, 
Bobet i201 03 
eyre, 17-18, 28 
justice, associate, 37 
justice pro hac vice, 14-15 
justice, puisne, 57-8 
master mason, 40, 71 
rec., 60, 94. 
seal, 9, 19, 35, 37, 40, 96-7 
surveyor, 40 
Chester, principality of, 11, 96 
Chester and Crewe rly., 241 
Chester and Nantwich road, 57 
Chester Chronicle, 135, 158 
Chester Courant, 135 
Chester Guardian, 135 
Chester Local Militia, 241 
Chidlow, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 211, 
221 
chief constable, see Cheshire 
chief executive, see Cheshire 
Childer Thornton, see ‘Thornton, 
Childer 
children’s department, see Cheshire: 
co. council 
China, see Canton 
Cholmondeley: 
@hasweViePs) 115, 222-5 
Geo., earl of Cholmondeley, 58, 63 
Geo. Jas., earl and later marquess of 
Cholmondeley, chamberlain of 
Chester, custos rotulorum, 49, 
58, 69, 126, 177 
Sir Hugh (d. 1597), M.P., 41, 43-4, 
52, 54, IOI n, 104 
rack (d. 1601), M.P., 
105 
Hugh, earl of Cholmondeley (d. 
1725), 120-2 
Colelas.5) 133 
Rob., Vct. Cholmondeley and earl 
of Leinster (d. 1659), 54, 101 7 
Rob., Vct. Cholmondeley (d. 1681), 
II 5-17 
Sir Thos. (d. 1653), 43 
Thos. (d. 1702), M.P. 
Thos. (d. 1855), MP., 
fam., 182 
of Cholmondeley, 100, 103, 107, 
121, 123-5, 133, 145 
of Vale Royal, 119, 125 ” 


IOI 7, 103, 


5 Wits) eiitss 
125-6 


Cholmondeley, in Malpas, 66, 196, 
Sitti, Peat 

Cholmondeston, in Acton, 196, 202, 
211 

Chorley, in Wilmslow, 195, 203 7, 


206, 211-12, 226, 238, 242-3, 245 


247 
loc. bd., 77 , 78 
rly. sta., 243 
U.D., 203 n, 206, 211-12, 216, 226 
Chorley, in Wrenbury, 196, 212, 240 
Chorlton, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 212, 
221 
Chorlton, in Wybunbury, 196, 212, 


240 
Chorlton-by-Backford, in Backford, 
192 N, 194, 204, 212 
Chowley, in Coddington, 198, 212 
Christ Church, see Oxford 
Christie, G.S., 160 


INDEX 


Christleton, 67, 191, 194, 205 n, 211 n, 
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Church Coppenhall, see Coppenhall 

Church Hulme, see Hulme, Church 

Church Lawton, see Lawton 

Church Minshull, see Minshull, 
Church 

Church Shocklach, see Shocklach 

churchwardens, 53 

Churton by Aldford, in Aldford, 
I9QI n, 198, 202, 212, 245 

Churton by Farndon, in Farndon, 
198, 212, 215, 249 

Churton Heath, in St. 
Chester, 191 7, 
212, 229, 247 

Civic Amenities Act, 1967, 92 

civil defence, 92-3 

Civil Defence Corps, Ches. div., 93 

Civil War, 37, 45, 51-2, 54 

aus bes hospital, in Bebington, 


Oswald’s, 
194, 198, 203 n, 


Caiien with Grange, in Bidston, 
206, 212, 239 N, 243, 245 
Claverton, E.P.P., 194, 212 
clerk of the peace, 45, 47, 52, 67-9, 85 
deputy, 69 
Clifford, Thos., 182 
Clifton, in Runcorn, 
233 n, 246 
clinics, 87, 90 
Clinton, Sir Wm., justice of Chester, 
TO,er2) 
Clitheroe (Lancs.), 2 
Clive, Thos., 175 
Clive, in Middlewich, 67, 192 , 197, 
ZIQ22 2022011 
Clotton Hoofield, in Tarvin, 69, 191 7, 
198, 212, 234 
Clutton, in Farndon, 198, 212, 215 
coal-mining, 184, 244-5 
Cobden, Ric., M.P., 146, 155-6 
Coddington, 191, 198, 212 
Cogshall, in Gt. Budworth, 
197, 208, 212 
Coke, Thos., 126 
Collicky Pati MEPs 140 
Comberbach, Rog., 61 
Comberbach, in Gt. Budworth, 191 7, 
197, 208, 212 
Combermere, fam., 145 
Combermere abbey, 2, 102 7 
abbot, 2, 14 
prior, 33 
commissioners of musters, see musters 
commissions of the peace, 41-3, 45, 
51-2, 54, 61-2, 104, 107, I15, 
117, 120, 144 
Committee, see Compounding; Privi- 
leges 
Common Pleas, justices of, 57, 111 
Compounding, Committee for, 114 


Oy), Bi ZA; 


19I N, 


Compstall, 198, 209”, 212, 2197, 
233m, 2370 
WD) ea7Osn1 9559 200172, 202520) 72, 
2337 


Conersley, 172, 178 
Congleton, in Astbury, 31, 45 7, 46, 
O14 100, 1245, 1411, 102/725, 204, 
212, 219M, 225”, 241, 243-4, 
246 
boro., 66, 77-8, 80, 81, 82, 87, 
189, 209”, 212, 215”, 219n, 
225 Nn 
CON Ct 59 
dist., 95-6 
hospital bd., 90 
police, 92 
polling dist., 154 
poor-law union, 75-7 
R.D., 80, 81 7, 195, 203 ”, 212 
workhouse, 241, 243 
Connaught, lord president of, 105 
constables: : 
head (high), 43-5, 47, 52-4, 64, 67 
special, 64, 72-3 
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petty, 43, 53, 64, 66 
assistant, 72-3 
Conventicle Acts, 115-16 
Coole Pilate, in Acton, 196, 202, 212 
Coombs, in Macclesfield forest, 183 
Cooper, Anthony Ashley, earl of 
Shaftesbury, 116, 129 
co-operative movement, 147 
Co-operative Tenants’ Housing As- 
sociations, 147 1 
Copley, J. S., later Ld. Lyndhurst, 
justice of Chester, 57 
Coppenhall, 192, 212 
Church Coppenhall, 196, 212, 246 
Monks Coppenhall, 212-13, 221 n, 
231 2, 237 2, 239 N, 243-4, 246 
loc. bd., 77-8 
Coppock: 
Hen., 153 
astens a 
Cornwall, see Saltash; Tavistock 
Cornwall-Legh, C. L. S., chairman 
of. co. council, 96 
coroners, 35, 70; and see Chester City; 
Halton Fee; hundreds 
Cotes, Alex., 39 


Cotton: 
Sim Rice VicbesiozaOAM? 
Sir Rob. (d. 1712), M.P., 115-16, 


117”, 118 n, 119-20 
Sir Rob. Sees. (d. 1745), M.P., 


99 n, 12 
Sir Rob. Seen (d. 1809), M.P., 
125-6 
Sir Thes., INR G., Fete 
fam., 101-2, 120 
Cotton, in Sandbach, 192 7, 195, 212, 
230, 243 
Cotton Abbotts, in Christleton 198, 
212 


Cotton Edmunds, in Christleton, 198, 
2II N, 212, 217 N, 231 N, 2352 
cotton industry, 126, 139, 241, 243-8 
Cotton-Jodrell, E. T. J.. M.P., 14 
Council in the Marches of Wales, see 
Wales 
Council of State, 109 
Counties Police Act, 1839, 73 
county council, see Cheshire 
county courts, 59 
of palatinate, see Chester, palatin- 
ate of 
Coventry and Lichfield, bp. of, 6, 33, 
178; and see Lee, Rowland 
Cranage, in Sandbach, 192 n, 
213, 221 N, 230, 243 
Cranage Hall, institution for mental 
defectives, go 
crepe trade, 246 
Cresswell, John, 181 


195, 


Crewe, marquess of, see Crewe- 
Milnes 
Crewe: 
John (d. 1670), M.P., 109 7, 172, 
174-5 
Sir John (d. 1711), 120, 174 
John Offley (d. 1749), M.P., 122-3 


John (d. 1752), M.P., 123-6 
John, Baron Crewe, 115, 125, 136 
Mary, see Done 
Randal, Speaker of House of 
Commons, IoIn 
fam., 115 7, 125 ”, 145 
Crewe, boro., 79-80, 81 1, 82, 84-5, 
87, 89, gl, 138-9, 148 nN, 154, 
IRA, CH, ij Dea Pere. 
237 N, 239 2, 243 
COmCtMESO 
Crewe Arms hotel, 68, 83 
fire service dist., 93 
parl. rep., 139-41, 143, 159-60 
tly. works, 245 
secondary sch., 88 
training coll., 89 
Crewe, in Barthomley, 196, 204, 213 
Crewe Hall, 84 


A 


Crewe, in Farndon, 198, 213, 215 
Crewe and Nantwich, dist., 95-6 
Crewe-Milnes, Rob. Offley Ashbur- 
ton, marquess of Crewe, 84 
Cromwell: 
Oliver, 114 
Ralph, Ld. Cromwell, 182 
Thos., 13-14, 28, 104 
Croughton, in St. Oswald’s, Chester, 
192 2, 194, 213, 229 
Crowley, in Gt. Budworth, 191”, 
197, 203 n, 208, 213 
Crowton, in Weaverham, 197, 213, 
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Croxton, in Middlewich, 192 n, 197, 
PAE His ey, Bape 

Cuddington, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 
Pie Deh 

Cuddington, in Weaverham, 
213, 237, 247 

Cumberland, 34 

Cunard shipping line, 146 

custos rotulorum, see Cheshire 


197, 


Damory, Sir Ric., justice of Chester, 
II-1I2 
Danby, earl of, see Osborne 
Dane, river, 179 
Daniell, Peter, 107 
Danyers, Thos., sheriff of Ches., 28 
Daresbury, in Runcorn, 197, 213, 
228, 229 n, 247 
church, 247 
petty sessional div., 64, 73 
Darley brook, 174 
Darnhall, in Whitegate, 7, 177, 197, 
213,,237.0230 71 


park, 176 
Davenham, 192, 197, 209, 213-14, 
225 nN, 246 
rector, see Mallory 
Davenport: 


Davies, MPs, 115, 125 7, 126, 153 
Edw. Davies, 150, 154, 158 
John, 183 
Peter, 124 
Ric., 178-9 
Wm., 42 
fam., 179 
of Davenport, 115 ” 
and see Bromley-Davenport 
Davenport, in Astbury, 192, 195, 
204, 209 nN, 214 
David ap Llywelyn, 6 
Davies, Mary, m. Sir Thos. Gros- 
venor, 129 
Declarations of Indulgence, 118 n, 
129 
Dee, river, 31, 127-8, 130-3 
mills, see Chester: Dee mills 
Deganwy (Caern.), cast., 7 
Delahaye, Rob., 184 
Delamere, Baron, see Booth, Geo.; 
Booth, Hen. 
Delamere, 191, 197, 209 7, 214, 235 n, 
246 
Delamere forest, 23, 70, 103, 167, 
169-78, 182, 186-7, 191 n, 215 n, 
and see ‘Aldredelie’; ‘Done’; 
Hornsby’s lodge; Massey’s lodge 
Merrick’s lodge; Pale, New; 
Pale, Old 
horn, 33 
king’s ho., 176 
Dell, Edm., M.P., 149 
Delves: 
Sir Hen., sheriff of Ches., 27 
John, deputy justice of Chester, 12, 
175 
fam., 42, 102 
Denbighshire, 35, 37, 54, 59, 134, 
200; and see Branfield; Dyftryn 
Clwyd; Rhos; Rhuvoniog; 
Wrexham 
Derby, earls of, see Stanley 
Derbyshire, 34, 95-6, 183, 188, 195, 
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203, 215; and see Beard, 
Thornsett, Oversett, and Whittle; 
Hartington Upper Quarter; Hay- 
field; Ludworth; Mellor; New 
Mills; Newton; Whaley Bridge 
sheriff, 183 
Despenser, Hugh, 6 
Devereux, Rob., earl of Essex, 103, 105 


Devon, 33 
Dieulacres (Staffs.), abbey, 178, 
179 n, 184 


Diseases of Animals Act, 1894, 93 
Disley, Jordan, 179, 181 
Disley, in Stockport, 79, 96, 179, 
Maris Ete, HO, EXO, uk, wey 
241, 247 
R.D., 79-80, 81 n, 195, 203 n, 214 
disorder, 31-2 
Disraeli, Benjamin, earl of Beacons- 
field, 151 
distraint of knighthood, 43 
Divided Parishes Acts, 188-9, 194, 
OW), PX hiy Pi PU, ity) 7a, 
221 N, 225 n, 239n 
Dod: 
Hugh, 21 
Thos., rector of Malpas and Ast- 
bury and archdeacon of Rich- 
mond, 41 
Wm., 21 
Dodcott cum Wilkesley, in Audlem 
and Wrenbury, 1927, 196, 204, 
214, 240 
Doddington, 
214, 240 
Dodleston, 191 n, 194, 214 
Dodson, J. G., M.P., 145, 150 
‘Domesday Roll’, 4, 8, 12, 22 
Domesday Survey, 1-2, 6, 167, 172, 
178, 185 
Domvile (Domville): 
John (fl. 1351), 185 
John (fl. 1577), 44 
Doncaster, Wm., 22 
Done: 
Eleanor, 172 
John (fl. 1428), 176 
John, of Utkinton (fl. 1533), 174 
Sir John (d. 1561), 42, 103, 104 n, 


in Wybunbury, 196, 


174 
John (d. 1601), 42 
Sir John (d. 1629), 33, 172, 174, 
176 
John (d. 1630), 172 
Mary, m. John Crewe, 172 
Ralph, M.P., 52, 103 
Richy 72aa 74 
sehoseai 74 
fam., 172, 182” 
of Utkinton, 42 
‘Done’, in Delamere forest, 172 
doomsmen, see Chester, palatinate of: 
co. ct.; Halton; Macclesfield: 
hund. 
Dorset, see South Dorset Hunt 
Downes: 
John, 181 
Rob. (fl. 1288), 179 
Rob. (fl. 1342), 181 2 
Rob. (d. by 1460), 181 
Rog., 181 
fam., 181 
Downes, 179, 181 
Downham, Wm., bp. of Chester, 105 
Drakelow, 22-3 
Draycott, Ric. de, justice of Chester, 6 
Drayton, Market (Salop.): 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 195 
Duckington, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 
21 22240 
Duddon, in Tarvin, 69, 191 , 198, 
214, 234 
Dudley, Rob., earl of Leicester, 
chamberlain of Chester, 38-9, 
102, Il1I-12 
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Dukinfield, in Stockport, 188, 203 n, 
214, 219 N, 231-2, 241, 245, 247 


boro., 79-80, 81m, 189, 2197, 
2237 

loc. bd., 77-8 

UID, Br 


Dunham Massey, in Bowdon, 125 n, 
193-4, 203, 207, 214, 243, 245 
‘baron’ of, 2 
Dunham on the Hill, in Thornton, 
24, 194, 214, 234 
Durham, 6, 59 
bp., see Bury, Ric. 
palatinate, 24 
Dutton: 
John, 42 
Lawr., sheriff of Ches., 25 
Peter (fl. 1418), 16 
Sir Peter (d. 1546), sheriff of Ches., 
20, 27-8 
Ric., 178 
Dutton, in Gt. Budworth, 191 , 197, 
203 n, 208, 214, 229 n, 244 
Dyer, Sir Jas., 38 
Dyfiryn Clwyd (Denb.), 7 
Dyserth (Flints.), cast., 7 


earl marshal, see Mowbray 
Eastham, 89, 185, 192, 199, 205, 214, 
225 N, 233 7, 235 N, 239n, 246-7, 
249 
Eaton, in Davenham, 197, 213-14 
Eaton, in Eccleston, 194, 214 
Eaton Hall, 137, 245 
Eaton, in Prestbury, 195, 209 7, 213 n, 
214, 226, 244, 246 
Eaton, in Tarporley, 229 n, 233-4 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 94 
Eccleston, 194, 214 
Eddisbury, in Delamere, 197, 214 
Eddisbury Hill, 176 
highway bd. dists., 70 n, 78 
hund., 29, 51-2, 55, 64-5, 68, 70, 
74, IOI, 214 
first div., 191-2, 192 n, 193 n 
second div., 191-2 
parl. rep., 140-1, 143, 146-7, 153, 


159 
Edge, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 214, 
221 
Edgerley, in Aldford, 191, 198, 202, 
214 
Edleston, in Acton, 196, 202, 215 
Edmondes, Sir Thos., 112 
education, 87-9; and see schools 
director of, 84 
divisional executives, 88 
elementary, rates for, 86 
higher: 
colls. of, 87 
rates for, 86, 88 
Education Acts (1902, 1944), 86-9 
Edward I, 6-8, 178, 183 
his w., see Eleanor of Castile 
Edward II, 9, 11 
as prince of Wales, 9 
Edward III, ro-11, 185, 187 
as prince of Wales and earl of 
Chester, 9, 11 
Edward, the Black Prince, s. of Edw. 
III, prince of Wales and earl of 
Chester, 9, 23, 30-2, 167, 170, 
172, 175-8, 182-3, 185-7 
council of, 23, 25, 28 
Exchequer of, 25 
Edward, s. of Hen. VI, prince of 
Wales and earl of Chester, 11 
Edward, s. of Hen. VIII, later King 
Edw. VI, chamber of, 104 
Edwards, Wm., M.P., 113-14 
Egerton: 
Alan de Tatton, M.P., 143-4, 146 
E. C., M.P., 145-6, 157 
John (d. 1733), 174 
Sir John (d. 1825), 137 


Simei Vib.) 150, 117 72, 118; 
_ 174 
Sir Phil. de Malpas Grey, 153-4, 
158 
Ralph, 175 
Dit Ric., 102 


am Vl... 120 
Thos., of Dodleston, 1o1 n, 105 
Thos., of Ridley, later Ld. Elles- 
mere and Vct. Brackley, M.P., 
chamberlain of Chester, 38, 
102-3, 105 
Wilbraham (d. 1856), M.P., 125-6 
Wilbraham, Earl Egerton of "Tatton 
(d. 1909), ld. lieutenant, 61 2 
Wm. Tatton, Baron Egerton of 
Tatton (d. 1883), ld. lieuten- 
ant, 61, 150, 158 
fam., 174 
of Oulton, 125 ” 
of Tatton, 143, 145 
Egerton, in Malpas, 196, 215, 221 
Eleanor of Castile, m. Edw. I, 169, 
181 
Eleanor of Provence, m. Hen. III, 6 
electorate, 141-2 
Ellesmere Port, 91, 
248-9 
boro., 79, 96, 189, 211 7, 215, 231 ” 
dist., 95-6 
divisional executive for educ., 88 
fire service dist., 93 
Dw 70-60, Siz, TOA, 
215, 235 2 
Ellesmere Port and Whitby, U.D., 
194, 200, 215 
Elton, in Thornton, 24, 194, 215, 
234, 247 
Elton, in Warmingham, 
223/71, 231 1, 236, 242 
emergency planning department, see 
Cheshire: co. council 
emigration, 241-3 
Englefield: 
Sir Thos., 
13-14 
Sir Thos., jr., justice of Chester, 


215, 219n, 246, 


199-200, 


195, 215, 


sr., justice of Chester, 


3,34 
Englefield (Flints.), 2, 7-8 
Essex, earl of, see Devereux 
Etchells, Northen, in Northenden 
(in Manchester from 1931), 95, 
188, 193-4, 215, 225, 233 7 
Etchells, Stockport, in Stockport, 198, 
BNOw2 05,225 1,232,247 
Etchells, Stockport, in Stockport, 198, 
210, 215, 225 n, 232, 247 
Eton College (Bucks.), 149 
evening institutes, 89 
Everton (Lancs.), 147 
Ewloe, John, escheator of Ches., 26 
Ewloe (Flints.), cast., 2 
Exchequer: 
Chester, see Chester, palatinate of: 
Exchequer 
Westminster, 18, 21, 36, 39 
barons, 57 
Excise Bill, 123, 133 
Exclusion Bill, 116-17 
execution of criminals, 59-60 
Exeter, duke of, see Beaufort 
eyre: 
gen., 18 
of 1499, 30 


Faddiley, in Acton, 75, 196, 202, 215 

Fallibroome, in Prestbury, 195, 215, 
221 n, 227, 246 

Fane, R. G. C., vice-chamberlain of 
Chester, 59 

Farmers’ Alliance, 147 

Farndon, 6, 191, 198, 215 

bridge, 71 ” 
Faulkner, John, 58 
felons’ goods and chattels, vendors of, 


29 


INDEX 


Felton, Sir Thos., justice of Chester, 
12 
Fernlee, in Macclesfield forest, 183 
Ferrers: 
Sir Hen., justice of Chester, 12 
Sir Thos., justice of Chester, 12 
Filkyn, Peter, 44 
finance, see Cheshire: co. council 
Finch, Daniel, earl of Nottingham, 
110; 131 
fire service, 93 
chief fire officer, 84. 


fire stas., 87, 93 
Fire Services Act, 1947, 93 
Fitton: 
Sir Edw. (d. 1579), M.P., custos 


rotulorum, 103, 105 
Sir Edw. (d. 1606), 42 
his s., 42, 81 

Lawr., 181 

Thos., 181, 183 

fam., 42, 102, 181 
FitzAlan, Ric., earl of Arundel, 175 
Flanders, 1 
flannel trade, 246 
Flint, cast., 7, 11 


Flint Boroughs, parl. rep., 129-30 
Flintshire, 2, 7-8, 11, 22-3, 25, 34, 
G7us4. 50) 132, 134, 170, 200, 
2OZy 215%, 2351s and sce 
Dyserth; Englefield; Ewloe; 
Flint; Flint Boroughs; Hawar- 
den; Kinnerton, Higher; Maylor; 
Mold; Moldsdale; Overton; 
Rhuddlan 
lead mines, 106 2 
sheriff, 7 


Flodden, battle of, 33 

Foe Leigh, in Sutton Downes, 183 

Food and Drugs Acts, 86 

forests, 7, 17, 167-87; and see 
Delamere; Leek; Macclesfield; 
Mondrem; Wirral 

Forster, Wm., rector of Barrow, bp. 
of Sodor and Man, 41 

Foster, B. W., M.P., 147 

Foulk Stapleford, see 


Stapleford, 
Foulk 
Four Cantreds (Denb. and Flints.), 
4-8 


Fox, Chas. Jas., 126, 135-6 
Foxtwist, Rob., 181 
France, 24, 105; and see Aquitaine; 
Bordeaux; Flanders; Gascony 
franchise, parl., 98-101 
Franchise Act, 1885, 142 
franchises, in Ches., 30-1 
Frankby, in West Kirby, 200, 215, 
218-19, 246 
Frederick, s. of Geo. II, prince of 
Wales and earl of Chester, 65 
freemen’s silver, 28 
Frene, Sir Hugh, justice of Chester, 
12 
frithmote, 172, 177 
Prodsham, 2,7, 22-3, 31, 93, 172 7, 
191, 197, 216, 244, 246 
bailiff, 23 
bridge, 67 
Frodsham Lordship, 197, 215-16 
steward, 34 
Frost, Rob., chamberlain of Chester, 
20, 34 
Fulshaw, in Wilmslow, 207 n, 
216, 227 N, 238, 242, 247 
fustian-cutting industry, 246 


212, 


Gamull, Thos., M.P., 112-14 

gaolar, Ellen dau. of John le, m. 
Adam Mottram, 182 ” 

gaols and prisons, see Chester; 
Chester: cast.; King’s Bench; 
Knutsford; Macclesfield; Mar- 
shalsea 

Garforth, W. E., 63 

Gascony, 176 
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Gatesden, Ric. de, 6 


Gatley, 91; and see Cheadle and 
Gatley 
Gawsworth, 179, 184, 192, 195, 216, 
221 n, 246 
Gaunt, John of, duke of Lancaster, 
187 


Gayton, in Heswall, 7, 31, 200, 216— 
17, 235 , 238, 249 

Gell, Francis, 131 

George I, 132 

Gerard: 

Chas., earl of Macclesfield, 117-19, 
129, 178 

Thos., M.P., 
110” 

Wm., M.P., 
I12-13 

Gerrard, Gilb., M.P., 113 

Gherbod, earl of Chester, 1 

Gibb, Wm., 150 

Gladstone: 

W. E., prime minister, 151 
W. 4#H., M.P., 145 

Glasiour, Wm., M.P., vice-chamber- 
lain of Chester, 38-41, 111 

Gloucester, duke of, see Lancaster, 
Humph. of; Woodstock, Thos. 
of 

Gloucestershire, 34, 37 

Gloverstone, in St. Mary’s, Chester, 
191, 229” 

Godley, in Mottram in Longdendale, 
ZLOMeLOW 223 242-4. 

Godolphin, Sidney, Earl Godolphin, 
121 

Golborne (Lancs.), U.D., 96 

Golborne Bellow, in Tattenhall, 198, 
216, 234, 247 

Golborne David, in Handley, 191 n, 
198, 216, 246-7 

Goostrey, 195, 216 

Goostrey cum Barnshaw, in Sand- 
bach, 192 n, 195, 216, 230 

Gowy, river, 167, 172 

Goyt, river, 179 

Grafton, in Tilston, 198, 216, 235 

Grange, in West Kirby, 200, 216, 
218-20, 231 nN, 249 

Grappenhall, 66, 75-6, 79, 188, 191, 
197, 199, 203 2, 216, 233 N, 235 7, 
24 

Gravesend (Kent), 105 

Greasby, in Thurstaston and West 
Kirby, 200, 216, 218-19, 235 

Great Western Railway, 244 

Greater Manchester, co., 95-6 

Greves, see Puddington 

Greville, Wm., 34 

Grey: 

Geo. Harry, earl of Stamford and 
Warrington (d. 1819), ld. 
lieutenant of Ches., 61, 125 

Geo. Harry, earl of Stamford and 
Warrington (d. 1845), cham- 
berlain of Chester, 58, 61, 125 

John de, justice of Chester, 7 

Reynold de, justice of Chester, 7-8 

fam., 125 1 

Grigg, Sir Edw., M.P., 148 

Grimsditch, i) MLR 143\7, 
TSOmLso 

Grisley, Sir Arnold, M.P., 148 

Grosmont, Hen. of, duke of Lancas- 
ter, 23, 175, 177 

Grosvenor: 

Lady Eliz., 145 

Hugh Lupus, duke of Westminster, 
ld. lieutenant of Ches., 49, 61, 
T50, 157, 

Hugh Ric. Nee duke of West- 
minster, ld. lieutenant of Ches., 
6197 

Mary, see Davies 

Norman, M.P., 145 

Rica (tls 477) 172i t 74, 


recorder of Chester, 


recorder of Chester, 


145, 
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Grosvenor (cont.): 

Sir Ric. (d. 1645), M.P., 50, ror n, 
106-7, 113 

Sir Ric. (di1742); IME. 132,035 

Ric., earl Grosvenor of Eaton (d. 
1802), 61, 134 

Ric., earl Grosvenor, marquess of 
Westminster (d. 1869), M.P., 
Id. lieutenant of Ches., 61, 
145, 151-8 

Ric. Erle Drax, M.P., 137 

Rob. (fl. late rath cent.), 172, 174 

Sir Rob. (d. 1755), M.P., 134-5 

Rob., earl Grosvenor, marquess of 
Westminster (d. 1845), 135, 
137, 142, 151 

Rob., Baron Ebury, M.P., 138, 150, 
158 

Sir Thos. (d. 1700), M.P., 100, 117, 
I2I, 127 n, 128-31 

Thos. (d. 1795), M.P., 134-6 

Gen. Thos., IM.P., 134, 137 

Warin, 174 

Warin, s. of Warin, 174 

fam., 10I—2, 119, 122, 125, 127-8, 
133-8, 145, 150-3 ; 

Guilden Sutton, see Sutton, Guilden 


Hale, in Bowdon, 91, 138, 193-4, 
203, 207, 216, 22907, 235 Nn, 
243, 245 

U.D., 80, 817 104, 2037, 216, 
229 N, 235 n 
Halton, in Runcorn, 27, 197, 216, 
228-9, 247 
‘baron’ of, 2 
ct., doomsmen and suitors, 31 
dist., 95-6 
‘hundred’, 31 

Halton Fee, coroner of, 70 

Hamley, Sir Edw., M.P., 147 

Hampshire, 103 n 

Hampton, in Malpas, 196, 198-9, 216, 
221, 246 

Handforth (Handforth cum Bosden), 
in Cheadle, 198, 210, 216, 233 n, 
239 nN, 242 

U.D:, 79, 216, 233 7; 2397 

Handley, 191, 198, 216, 246-7 

Hankelow, in Audlem, 196, 204, 216, 
245 

Hankinson, Wm., 54 

Hanmer: 

Sir Thos. (fl. early 18th cent.), 131 
Col. Thos. (fl. early 19th cent.), 
137 

Hapsford, in Thornton, 247, 194, 
216, 234 

Hare, Sir Nic., justice of Chester, 13— 


14 

Hartford, in Gt. Budworth, 191 7, 
197, 208, 216, 225, 237, 239, 
245, 249 

Harthill, 191, 198, 217 

Hartington Upper Quarter (Derb.), 
2a 

Hartshead, in Ashton-under-Lyne 
(Lancs.), 231 

Haslington, in Barthomley, 196, 204, 
213 N, 217, 237 2, 245 

Hassall, in Sandbach, 192 n, 195, 217, 
230, 247 

Hatherton, in Wybunbury, 196, 217, 
240 

hat-making industry, 139, 247-8 

Hattersley, in Mottram in Longden- 
dale, 193, 199, 217, 219 n, 221 n, 
223, 235 1, 242, 244, 246 

Hatton, in Runcorn, 197, 217, 228, 
247 

Hatton, in Waverton, 198, 217, 236 

Haughton, in Bunbury, 191 n, 196, 
209, 217 

Hawarden (Flints.), 21, 75 n, 145 

cast., 2, I51 
poor-law union, 76 


Hawt, Ric., 34 
Hayfield (Derb.): 
poor-law union, 75-6 
R.D., 195 
Hazel Grove, in Stockport, 91 
Hazel Grove and Bramhall, U.D., 
80, 81 n, 198, 217, 223 n, 2337 
Head-Constable’s Assistant, 64 
Heald, Jas., M.P., 146, 150, 157 
health department, see Cheshire: co. 
council 
Heath, Edw., prime minister, 162 
Heaton Norris, U.D., 757, 188, 203, 


232 
Helegh, John, escheator of Ches., 25 
Helsby, in Frodsham, 24.n, 197, 2037, 
216-17, 246 
Hemington, Ric., 185 
Hemingway, Jos., 59 
Henbury, in Prestbury, 
PEPIN Ii, PPG, PMS) 
Henbury cum Pexall, in Prestbury, 
195, 217 
Henhull, in Acton, 196, 202, 217, 
225 
Henry Il; 2,16 
Henry III, 2, 6, 8, 169, 175, 179 
his w., see Eleanor of Provence 
Henry LV, 13,20) 182 
Henry V, 24 
as prince of Wales, 24, 32 
Henry VI, 9, 11, 24 
Henry VII, 9, 24 
Henry, s. of Jas. I, earl of Chester, 36 
Herbert, Wm., marquess of Powis, 
178 
Herefordshire, 34, 37 
Hertford, earl of, see Seymour 
Hertfordshire, 112; and see St. Albans 
Hesketh, Loyd, 142 
Heswall, 192, 217 
Heswall cum Oldfield, 200, 217, 
238, 246, 248-9 
Heys, in Macclesfield forest, 179 
Hetherington, A. C., clerk to co. 
council, 85-6 
High Lee, Ric., 179 
High Legh, see Legh, High 
highway board districts, 70-1, 79 
highways, 49-50, 57; 64, 76, 70-1 
overseers, 64. 
Highways Act, 1862, 70, 77 
Highways and Locomotives (Amend- 
ment) Act, 1878, 70-1 
highways and transportation depart- 
ment, see Cheshire: co. council 
Hilbre Island, E.P.P., 192, 217 
Hill, Eveline, M.P., 148 
Hockenhull, in Tarvin, 69, 1917, 
198, 213 1, 217, 234 
Hodgson, Sir Wm., 83 


195, 217, 


Holcroft: 
Sir Thos., 101 mn, 102, 103 n, 
104-5 
fam., IOI n, 102 
Holes: 


Hugh, justice of Chester, 14-15 
Thos., lands and heiress of, 21 
Holford, Geo., sheriff of Ches., 27 
Holland: 
John, justice of Chester, 13 
Sir Rob., justice of Chester, 10-11, 
187 
Hollingworth, in Mottram in Long- 
dendale, 218, 223, 241-2, 244 
loc. bd., 77 2, 78 
Ul, Jo, ero, 220 7 
Holt, Jas. del, justice of Chester, 15 
Holy and Undivided Trinity, see 
Chester 
homes, children’s and old people’s, 
87, 91 
Homing Pigeon Fanciers’ Society, 151 
Hoofield, John, 174 
Hoole, in Plemstall, 82, 84, 191 , 194, 
207 N, 211 n, 218, 226, 233 n, 244 
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Hoole Village, 194, 218, 233 
loc. bd., 77 n, 78 
U.D., 79-80, 91 
Hoose, in West Kirby, 200, 218-20, 
246 
Hooton, Hen., 186 
Hooton, in Eastham, 200, 205 n, 214, 
218, 235 1, 247 
Hopwas, Hugh, escheator of Ches., 


25 
Hornby, Wm., justice of Chester, 14. 
Hornsby’s lodge, in Delamere forest, 
176 
Horton, Rog., 15 
Horton, in Tilston, 198, 218, 235 
Horton cum Peel (alias Little Moulds- 
worth), in Tarvin, 24 7, 69, 191 n, 
198, 218, 234 
hospitals, isolation, 89, 241 
hostels, children’s, 91 
Hough, Ric: MP, 51, 53 
Hough, in Wybunbury, 196, 218, 240 
Hoult, Jos., M.P., 147 
houses of correction, 50-1, 53, 66, 72; 
and see Altrincham; Knutsford; 
Middlewich; Nantwich; Neston; 
Northwich; Stockport; Tarvin 
housing, 91-2 
Housing and Local 
Ministry of, 91 
Howard: 
John, 71 
Howard, earl of Surrey, 34 
Hoylake, 148, 218, 246 
U.D.,, 80, 81, 190, 207 7eoTS: 
231 
Hoylake and West Kirby, U.D., 217n, 
218, 221 2, 22371) 230 7eeaoR 
and see Kirby, West, and Hoy- 
lake 
Hugh (1), earl of Chester (d. 1101), 
I-2, 5, 167, 172 
Hugh (ID), earl of Chester (d. 1181), 
1,475, 167, 172, 174, 178-9 
Hulme, Church, in Sandbach, 192 n, 
195, 218, 230, 242-3 
Hulme Walfield, in Astbury, 192 n, 
195, 204, 213 ”, 218 
Hulse, in Gt. Budworth, 192 n, 197, 
208, 218, 221 0 
Humberstone, P.S., M.P., 145, 157 2 
hundreds, 24, 44, 50, 52-3, 64-6, 72— 
3, 79, 139, 188-9, 190-3; and see 
Atiscros; Branfield; Broxton; 
Bucklow; Caldy; Eddisbury; 
Macclesfield; Malpas; Maylor; 
Nantwich; Northwich; Pirehill; 
Wirral 
bailiffs, 29 
beadles, 28-30 
cttees., 108 
coroners, 28, 30 
cts., 28-30, 59 
treasurers, 54 
Hunsterson, in Wybunbury, 
218, 240 
Huntingdon, earl of, see Scot 
Huntington, in St. Oswald’s, Chester, 
IQI m, 194, 198, 218, 229 
Hurdsfield, in Prestbury, 195, 218, 
EY Nig ZIG Si 
Hurleston, Ric., 52 
Hurleston, in Acton, 196, 202, 218 
Hussey: 
John, sr., 69 
John, jr., 69 
Huxley, in Waverton, 198, 218, 231 , 
236 
Hyde, Sir John, 183 
Hyde, in Stockport, 89, 139, 213 7, 
217 N, 218, 232, 237 N, 245, 247 
boro., 79-80, 817, 82, 87, 180, 
209 N, 213 N, 215 N, 217 N, 218, 
223 nN, 237 
cotton mills, 245, 247 
CO. (ct, 59 


Government, 


196, 


fire service dist., 93 
loc. bd., 77 n, 78 
parl. rep., 140-1, 143 n, 147 
petty sessional div., 64 
police, 92 
secondary sch., 88 
Hyde and Longdendale education 
division, 89 


Iddinshall, in St. Oswald’s, Chester, 
IQI N, 198, 218, 229 

Imperial Chemical Industries, 147-9 

Improvements Acts, 77, 79 

Ince, W., M.P., 127 7, 128 n 

Ince, 24 n, 194, 215 n, 218, 248 

information officer, see Cheshire: co. 


council 

Inge, Wm., 33 

Ingham, Sir Oliver, justice of Chester, 
10-12, 174 

inquisitions post mortem, 26, 28, 36, 
41, 43-5 

Instrument of Government, 108-9, 
114 

Irby, in Thurstaston and Wood- 


church, 185, 200, 203”, 218, 
235, 238-9, 249 
Ireland, 55, 105, 131 
Connaught, q.v. 
duke of, see Vere 
ld. chancellor, 112 
peerages, 107 
vice-treasurer, 105 
iron ind., 184, 245, 247 
Isabel, queen, w. of Edw. II, 22, 31 
Iscoyd, in Malpas, 221 n 


James I, 176 
James II, 74, 118, 120, 129-30 
as duke. of York, 129 
Jeffreys, Sir Geo., chief justice of 
Chester, 56—7, 117-18 
Jervis, Sir John, M.P., 145, 149, 156, 
158 
Joan, princess of Wales, dau. of 
Edm., earl of Kent, 182 
John, constable of Chester, 172 
John, king, 2 
John le gaolar, see gaolar 
Johnson, Geo., 69 
juries, 28, 30, 64 
at justice’s eyre, 18 
at sheriff’s tourn, 18 
gaol delivery, 17 
grand: 
at co. ct. (of palatinate), 16-17 
at Great Sessions, 37, 44-5, 56-7, 
71, 115, 117 
at quarter sessions, 44-5, 47-8, 
52, 64, 71 
second, at Great Sessions, 37 
justices of the peace, 34-5, 37-8, 41-3, 
45, 47-9, 52, 59, 61-5, 72-3, 82- 
BROS ELO TL NLO3—4,TOO77, 01 Ts 
and see commissions of the peace; 
petty sessions; quarter sessions 
clerks, 57 
monthly meetings, 52, 62-3, 67, 
124. 
offices, 70 
private sessions, 45 
files, 48 
quorum, 52 


Keckwick, in Runcorn, 197, 213 7, 
218, 228, 247 

keepers of the peace, 32 

Kelsall, Rob., 174 

Kelsall, in Tarvin, 247, 69, 177, 
IQI N, 199, 218, 234 

Kenewrek, s. of, see Wrennok 

Kenilworth (Warws.), 18 


Kent, see Canterbury; Chatham; 
Gravesend 

Kermincham, in Swettenham, 195, 
219, 233 


INDEX 


Kerridge, in Bowdon, 207 n 
Kershaw, Jas., M.P., 157 
Kettleshulme, in Prestbury, 188, 195, 
203 N, 219, 227, 246 
Kidsgrove (Stafts.), U.D., 
2I3 M220 Nn, 227M 
Kinderton, 16, 197, 207 7, 219, 223 n, 
225 nN, 231 Nn 
‘baron’ of, 2 
Kinderton cum Hulme, in Middle- 
wich, 192 1, 197, 219, 222 
King’s Bench: 
chief justices, 57 
justices, 57 
prison, 53, 66 
King’s Cheshire Yeomanry Cavalry 
Regiment, 241 
Kingsley: 
Adam, escheator of Ches., 26 
Avice, m. Ranulph le Ruter, 172 
Joan, 172 
Ranulph (1), 172 
Ranulph, grandson of Ranulph (1), 
172 
Kingsley, in Frodsham, 172, 197, 
216, 219, 225 n, 246 
King’s Marsh, E.P.P., 192, 199, 219, 
24) 
Kingswood, in Delamere, 198, 214, 
219, 223 N, 225 n, 248 
Kinnerton, Higher (Flints.), 75 1 
Kinnerton, Lower, in Dodleston, 
1QI M, 194, 214, 219 
Kirby, West, 192, 200, 219-20, 246 
secondary sch., 88 
Kirby, West, and Hoylake: 
loc. bd., 79 ” 
U.D., 200, 216, 217 7, 220; and see 
Hoylake and West Kirby 
Knutsford, 45-7, 63, 74, 103, 124, 
148, 191, 205 7, 220, 233 1, 235 1 
coroner’s dist., 70 
elementary educ. sub-committee, 


203 1, 


gaol, 62 
ho. of correction, 51, 62-3, 68, 71, 
241-3 
Nether Knutsford, 
241-3 
UAD 104: 
Over Knutsford, 193-4, 220 
O/B), iaoyi 
parl. rep., 140-1, 143, 146-8 
sessions ho., 63, 72 
U.D., 79-80, 811, 205, 220, 233, 
2357 
workhouse, 242-3 
Kyncy, Thos., 16 


193-4, 220, 


Labourers, Statutes of, 28, 33 
Lacy, John de, earl of Lincoln, 
constable of Chester, 6 
Laird: 
John, M.P., 146, 157 
Wm., 63 
Lancashire, 33-4, 545 61, 95-6, 98, 
103 , 134, 139, 147, 188-9, 198- 
9, 203 n; and see Ashton-under- 
Lyne; Clitheroe; Everton; Gol- 
borne; Hartshead; Lancaster; 
Liverpool; Manchester; Mossley; 
Penketh; Reddish; Salford; Stret- 
ford; Warrington; Whalley; 
Widnes; Wigan; Woolston 
administrative co., 2157, 
231 N, 233 1, 235 
ancient cO., 203”, 231M, 2337, 
237 Nn 
Lancashire and Cheshire, Record 
Society of, 94 
Lancaster: 
Humph. of, duke of Gloucester, 
justice of Chester, 13-14 
Thos. of, 10, 31 
Lancaster, dukes of, 313 
Gaunt; Grosmont 


259 


221 Nn, 


and see 


duchy, 70, 104, 111 7 
chancellor, 70, 98, 150 
tenants, 183 
Lancaster, 59 
palatinate, 24 
Landican, in Woodchurch, 200, 206, 
220, 239 
land tax, 64-5, 119, 126 
ang, GMB 140 
Langley, Edm. of, duke of York, 
justice of Chester, 13 
Langley, in Macclesfield forest, 179 
Larkton, in Malpas, 196, 198, 220-1 
Lassels, John, 186 
Latchford, in Grappenhall, 66, 76, 79, 
188, 198-9, 203m”, 216, 220, 
235 N, 237 N, 241, 246 
Latchford Without, 188, 198, 203 n, 
220, 233 n, 248-9 
Latham, G. W., M.P., 147 
Lawley, Beilby, 145 
Laws in Wales Act, 1542, 39 
Lawton, Church, 192, 213 1, 220 
passage of, 28 
Lea, in Wybunbury, 196, 220, 240 
Lea-by-Backford, in Backford, 192 , 
194, 204, 220 


Lea Newbold, in St. Oswald’s, 
Chester, 191”, 194, 199, 220, 
229 


leather industry, 110, 127-8, 131 
Leche: 
eel 42071 
John, escheator of Ches., 26 
Ledsham, in Neston, 94, 194, 200, 
220, 224, 248 
Lee: 
Hamon del, 16 
Rowland, bp. of Coventry and 
ichteldoma2 tee aa2 
Lee, High, see Sutton Downes 
Leek (Staffs.), 2, 178, 179 ” 
burgesses, 178 
forest, 178-9 
Lees, Elliott, M.P., 147 ”, 152 
Leese, in Sandbach, 192 7, 195, 211 n, 
213 N, 220, 223 1, 230, 243 
Leftwich, in Davenham, 197, 213, 
ZUS220N 2254 242538 
petty sessional div., 64 
Legh: 
Geo., 126 
Geo. Cornwall, 153 
Peter (d. 1399), 181-2 
Peter (d. 1422), 181 
Peter (d. 1478), 181 
Sir Peter (d. 1527), 181 
Sir Peter (d. 1589), 42, 181 
Piers, M.P., 105 
Ric. (d. 1687), 109, 119 
Ric. (fl. 1820), 126 
Rob. (d. c. 1370), 181, 183 
Rob. (d. 1479), 179 
Sir Thos., 123 
his w., 123 
fam., 102, 181 
of High Legh, 145 
of Lyme, 119, 122, 145 
Legh, High, in Rostherne, 1917, 
193-4, 220, 228 
Leicester, see Leycester 
Leicester, earl of, see Dudley 
Leicestershire, 34, 188 
Leigh: 
Hugh, escheator of Ches., 26 
John, of Booths, sheriff of Ches., 
109 
John, of Ridge, escheator of Ches., 
26 
Sir, Jos., 635 547; 
Ralph, escheator of Ches., 26 
Leigh, Little, in Gt. Budworth, 191 7, 
197, 208, 220 
Leighton, in Nantwich, 196, 213”, 
220, 224 
Leighton, in Neston, 224 
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Leland, John, 176 
Lenthall, Wm., chamberlain of Ches- 
ter, 38 
Lever: 
P. W. B., Vct. Leverhulme, Id. 
lieutenant of Ches., 61 2 
W. H., later Vct. Leverhulme, 
MORS Ay 
Lever Brothers, 147 
Leverhulme, Vct., see Lever 
Leverhulme Trust, 94 
Leving, Ric., recorder of Chester, 
M.P., 100, 127 n, 128 
Lewkenor, Sir Ric., justice of Chester, 
37 
Leycester: 
Sir Peter, 115-16 
Sir Rob., 116, 117 7 
libraries, 86, 89 
libraries and museums department, 
see Cheshire: co. council 
lieutenant, lord, see Cheshire 
Lincoln, earl of, see Lacy 
Liscard, in Wallasey, 236, 243, 247-8 
Littleton, in Christleton, 194, 212, 
220 
Liverpool (Lancs.), 122, 127, 132 n, 
138-9, 146-7, 241-3, 245-6, 248 
livery and maintenance, 32-3 
Lloyd: : 
Edw., 154 
Jailaens'S 
John, 58 
Randal, deputy chamberlain of 
Chester, 20 
Selwyn, M.P., 148 
Llywelyn, prince of Wales, 4 
Llywelyn ap Gruffudd, 7 
local boards (bds. of health), 79 
Local Government Acts: 
1858, 77, 79 
1888, 79; 82, 94, 188-9, 207 Nn, 
211 1, 233 
1894, 79, 188-90, 194-7, 199, 239 2 
1929, 93, 188-9 
1933, 189 
1958, 95 
1972, 96 
Local Government Boundary Com- 
mission, 76, 82 
Local Government Commission, 95 
Local ‘Taxation (Customs and Excise) 
Act, 1889, 87 
lock-ups, 73 
London, 18; and see Belgravia; King’s 
Bench; Marshalsea; Mayfair; 
Pimlico; Westminster 
London and North-Western Railway 
Co., 141, 154, 245-6 
Longdendale, U.D., 79-80, 81, 217n, 
220, 223 n 
Loring, Niel, 181 
Lostock Gralam, in Gt. Budworth, 
WO2 1190 L.Oi7,00 208,22 On zo si 7s 
229 n, 244, 248 
Lucian, monk of Chester, 5 
Lucy, Sir Fulk, M.P., 115 
Ludworth (formerly Derb.), 95, 188, 
203 1, 223 n 
lunatic asylums, see 
Upton-by-Chester 
Lunt, Thos., 69 
Lyme, in Macclesfield forest, 2, 4, 
178-9 
Lyme Handley, in Prestbury, 96, 
179, 195, 220, 227 
Lyme Wood, 179, 183 
Lymm, 91, 93, 96, 191, 203 n, 220, 
246 
loc. bd., 77 2, 78 
U.D., 80, 81 n, 188, 203 n, 220 
Lyndhurst, Ld., see Copley 


Macclesfield; 


Macclesfield, earl of, see Gerard 
Macclesfield, in Prestbury: 
boro., 2,5, 7, 11, 22-3, 31, 66, 7-8, 


SO; OL O2s Of Oy OLN 124. 
139, I41m, 152, 154, 160, 
179, 181-4, 189, 192 , 217 n, 
218, 219”, 220-1, 227, 233, 
237 N, 242-4 
burgesses, 183 
coroner, 70 
co. ct., 59 
(iy, Wy 
debtors’ prison, 242 
dist., 95-6 
forest, see Macclesfield forest 
gaol, 12, 31, 169 
highway bd. dists., 70 n, 78 
hund., 16, 24, 28-9, 31, 51-3, 64-5, 
67-8, M2 WS HBO 169-70, 
179, 181-3, 192, 220 
ct., doomsmen, 31 
lunatic asylum, 72, 90 
militia barracks, 74 
park, 176, 184 
parl. rep., 98, 139-43, 145-6, 149- 
51, 154-5, 157-8, 162 
poker of, 31 
police, 92 
poor-law union, 75-7 
R.D., 80, 81 7, 195-6, 221 
secondary sch., 88 
West Park hospital, 90 
workhouse, 75, 242-3 
Macclesfield Conservative Associa- 
tion, 152 
Macclesfield forest, 167, 169-71, 175, 
178-84, 187; and see ‘Anhus’; 
Coombs; Fernlee; Heys; Lang- 
ley; Lyme; Midgeley; Shutlings- 
loe; Swyneshurst; Whelley waste; 
Whiteley Green; Withenshaw 
Macclesfield Forest, in Prestbury, 
LOS Mea peer 
Macclesfield Liberal Association, 152 
Macclesfield Regiment, 241 
Macefen, in Malpas, 196, 199, 221 
Maclver, David, M.P., 146 
Mackworth, Humph., chamberlain of 
Chester, 38 
Maclaren, W. S. B., 147 
Maddocks, J. F., M.P., 158 
Magna Carta, 6 
‘Magna Carta’ of Ches., 3-6, 8, 169, 
184 
maimed soldiers, 50, 53-4, 66 
mainprises, 16 
AuCOmCineI neon 
Mainwaring: 
Edm., chancellor of Chester diocese 


I 
Geo., M.P., 100, 127 n, 128 n, 130 
Sir John, 115, 118, 121 
Sir Randal, 113 
Ranulph de, justice of Chester, 3 
Rog., escheator of Ches., 26 
Sir Thos., M.P., 115-16, 119 
fam., 116-17 
Makkesone, John, and his w. Agnes, 
181 
Mallory, Thos., rector of Davenham 
and Mobberley, 41 
Malpas, 191, 196, 199, 221-2, 246 
‘baron’ of, 2, 31 
‘hundred’, 31 
rector, see Dod, Thos: 
R.D., 79, 196, 198-200, 222 
Manchester (Lancs.), 84, 91-3, 138- 
9, 146-7, 155, 233 m, 243, 245-7 
chamber of commerce, 150, 157 
C.B., 95, 188, 194, 233 7 
Greater Manchester, see Greater 
waterworks, 244 
Manchester and Sheffield Rly., 242 
Manchester Ship Canal, 93, 95, 138, 
247-8 
Manley, Ric., escheator of Ches., 25 
Manley, in Frodsham, 24 n, 198, 216, 
; 219 N, 222, 244, 246 
Marbury, 54, 192, 222 
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Marbury cum Quoisley, 196, 199, 
222 
Marbury, in Gt. Budworth, 191 7, 
197, 208, 222 
Market Drayton, see Drayton, Market 
Marlston cum Lache, in St. Mary’s, 
Chester, I9I 1,194, 211 n, 222, 
229 
Marple, in Stockport, 179-81, 184, 
PMU fy PPO PA, CLG 
loc. bd., 79 ” 
U.D., 80, 81 n, 217 n, 222 
Marshall, Hen. le, 182 
Marshalsea, prison, 53, 66 
Marsland: 
Hen., M.P., 146, 154, 156, 158 
Thos., M.P., 143 7, 146, 150, 154— 
5,158 
Marston, in Gt. Budworth, 191, 197, 
208, 222, 239 7, 244 
Marthall cum Warford, in Rostherne, 
I9I, 193-4, 222, 228, 237 n, 248 
David Lewis epileptic colony, 248 
Marthall, 194, 222 
Marton: 
Ranulph (fl. late 12th cent.), 174 
Ranulph (fl. late 13th cent.), 174 





Ranulph, s. of Ranulph (fl. late 
13th cent.), 174 
Steph., 174 
Marton, in Prestbury, 195, 222, 227, 
246 
Marton, in Whitegate, 197, 222, 227, 
237 23077 
Mary I, as Princess Mary, 104 
Massey : 
Hamon, 186 


Ric., justice of Chester, 8, 33, 185 
Thos., M.P., 110-11 
Wm., M.P., 105 
fam., 102 
of Puddington, 42 
Massey’s lodge, in Delamere forest, 
176 
Master of the Rolls, 57, 60 
Masterson, Thos., escheator of Ches., 
26 
maternity and child welfare, 86 
Mather, Margaret, see Vernon 
Matley, in Mottram in Longdendale, 
193, 199, 215”, 219”, 221 N, 
DPB. PRI (O, BAS 
Maunsell, Sir Rice, chamberlain of 
Chester, 20, 38 
Mayfair, in Westminster (Mdx.), 129 
Maylor hundred (Flints.), 191, 221 n, 
2357 
Meignill, Hugh, 182 
Mellor (formerly Derb.), 95, 188, 
203 nN, 223 0 
Melton, Wm., chamberlain of Ches- 
ter, later abp. of York, 19-20 
Melville, B., M.P., 147 
mentally defective, joint bd. for, 90 
Meols, Great, in West Kirby, 200, 
219-20, 222, 246 
Meols, Little, in West Kirby, 200, 
ZU My 219-2002 22 0240 
Mere, Mat. de, escheator of Ches., 25 
Mere, in Rostherne, 191, 193-4, 


220226 
Merrick’s lodge, in Delamere forest, 
176 





Mersey, river, 93, 95-6, 138-9, 172, 
179, 207 N, 242-3, 246 
navigation, 138 
Merseyside, 147 
co., 95-6 
metropolitan area, 95 
Mickle Trafford, see Trafford, Mickle 
Micklehurst, in Tintwistle, 246 
Mid-Cheshire divisional executive for 
educ., 88 
Mid-Cheshire Joint Planning Cttee., 


QI 
Middlehurst, John, 44 


Middlesex, 126; and see Belgravia; 
Mayfair; Pimlico; Westminster; 
Willesden 

Middlewich, 2, 7, 22-3, 31, 45-6, 63, 
IQI-2, 219 N, 222, 225 7, 231 7, 
2357 

ho. of correction, 51, 53, 72 
loc. bd., 79 ” 
WeDRGOVGr #210, 222,224,225 7 

Middlewich Canal, 136 

Midgeley, in Macclesfield forest, 
183 

midwives, 90 

militia, 73-4 

Millington, in Rostherne, 172”, 1917, 
193-4, 222, 228 

Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries 
Act, 1919, 94 

Minshull, John, 107 

Minshull, Church, 67, 196, 223 

Minshull Vernon, in Middlewich, 

192 N, 196, 222-3 

mize, 23-5, 34, 36, 53-4; 65-7, 69 

Mobberley, 91, 96, 191, 193-4, 223, 

237 n, 246 

rector, see Mallory 

Mold: 

Rob. of, 2 

Rog. of, 183 

Mold (Flints.), ‘baron’ of, 2 

Moldsdale (Flints.), 21 

Molineux, Thos., deputy justice of 

Chester, 13 

Mollington, 194, 207 n, 223 

Mollington Banastre, in St. Mary’s, 

Chester, 223, 229 

Mollington, Great, in Backford, 192 , 
194, 204, 223 

Mollington, Little, in St. Mary’s, 
Chester, 192 1, 194, 223 ” 

Mompesson, Sir Giles, 106 

Mond, Alfred, M.P., 147 

Mondrem forest, 167, 169-78, 182, 
186-7 

Monks Coppenhall, see Coppenhall, 
Monks 

Monmouth, duke of, see Scott 

Montague, Wm. de, earl of Salisbury, 
183, 186 

Montgomery, treaty of, 7 

Montgomeryshire, 35, 37, 59 

monthly meetings, see justices of the 
peace 

Moore, in Runcorn, 188, 198, 203 , 
223, 228, 229 n, 244 

Moore-Brabazon, J. T. 
148.1 

Moorsbarrow cum Parme, in Middle- 
wich, 192 ”, 197, 222-3, 231” 

Moreton, Wm., 42 

Moreton, in Bidston, 200, 206, 223, 
231 n, 237 N, 245, 248 

Moreton cum Alcumlow, in Astbury, 
192 N, 195, 204, 223 

Mortimer, Rog., 10, 12 

Morton, John, chief justice of Chester, 





C., MP., 


Sy 
Mossley (Lancs., partly in Ches. and 
Yorks.), 235 ” 
loc. bd., 77 n 
1WAD i SS, 203 725230 71 
Moston, in St. Mary’s, Chester, 1917, 
194, 223, 229, 249 
Moston, in Warmingham, 195, 223, 
235 nN, 236, 247 
Mostyn, Sir Rog., M.P., 115 
Mostyn-Champny, Sir Thos., 153 
motorways, 93 
Mottram: 
Adam, 182 
Ellen, see gaolar 
John, 182 
Mottram in Longdendale, 192, 223, 
241-2, 246 
loc. bd., 79” 
UD, 79; 221 1, 223 





INDEX 


Mottram St. Andrew, in Prestbury, 
96, 195, 223, 227, 246 
Mouldsworth, Edm., 45 
Mouldsworth, in Tarvin, 24.2, 191 n, 
199, 223, 234 
Mouldsworth, Little, see Horton cum 
Peel 
Moulton, in Davenham, 197, 207 7, 
213, 223, 244, 246 
Mowbray, Thos., de, earl marshal 
and earl of Nottingham, justice 
of Chester, 13-14 
Murray, Ric., rector of Stockport, 41 
Munham, Walter de, 185 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1835, 
188 
musters, 55 
commissioners, 54 
rolls, 42 


Nantwich, 2, 31, 40,43, 45-8, 56-7, 63, 
TOM, TILT WAPI, OY, Pieri 
231 N, 239 N, 240 nN, 242-4, 246 
‘baron’ of, 2 
co. ct., 59 
divisional executive for educ., 88 
highway bd. dists., 70 n, 78 
hospital bd., 90 
ho. of correction, 63, 72 
hund., 24, 28, 30, 52-3, 64-5, 68, 
70, 155, 192, 224 
coroner, 29 
loc. bd., 77-8 
lock-up ho., 242 
parl. rep., 140 
poor-law union, 75-6 
R.D., 79-80, 81 7, 91, 196-9, 203 n, 
224. 
rly. sta., 245 
Reaseheath Hall, q.v. 
sessions ho., 63, 72 
U.D:, 80, 81 7, 205 7, 217”, 224, 
231 nN, 239n 
workhouse, 242 
Nantwich and Acton secondary sch., 
88 
National Assistance Act, 1948, 90 
National Union of Teachers, 149 
Neave, Digby, 75 
Needham: 
John, justice of Chester, 14-15, 34 
fam., 107 
Ness, in Neston, 200, 224, 244 
Neston, 54, 186, 192, 224 
Great Neston, 224 
ho. of correction (Old Quay Ho.), 
72 
Little Neston, 224, 246 
U.D., 80, 81 1, 96, 215 1, 224, 239 n 
Neston and Parkgate, loc. bd. dist. 
and U.D., 79 n, 224, 235 ” 
Netherpool, in Eastham, 200, 214, 
224, 248 
Nevill, Ric., earl of Warwick, justice 
of Chester, 14 
New Brighton, see Brighton 
Newbold Astbury, in Astbury, 178, 
192 N, 195, 204, 213 m, 224 
New Mills (Derb.), U.D., 188, 203 n 
Newcastle, duke of, see Pelham 
Newcastle-under-Lyme (Staffs.), 122, 
179 
RID) 20771, 211 2, 213 2,225 7; 


2371 

Newhall, in Audlem and Wrenbury, 
196, 203 nN, 204, 224, 240 

Newhall, in Davenham, 197, 213, 
221 nN, 224 

Newport, And., 178 

newspapers, see Birkenhead Adver- 
tizer; Chester Chronicle; Ches- 
ter Courant; Chester Guardian; 
People, the; 
tizer 

Newton, Peter, 34 

Newton (Derb.), 215 ” 
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Stockport Adver- 


Newton, in Middlewich, 195, 199”, 
219 N, 222, 224, 246 

Newton, in Mottram in Longdendale, 
218,223, 241-2, 244) 

Newton, in Prestbury, 195, 2237, 
224, 22/7, 244, 246 

Newton by Chester, in St. Oswald’s, 
Chester, 191 7, 194, 211 n, 219 n, 
224, 229, 248 

Newton by Daresbury, in Runcorn, 
198, 213 7, 224, 228, 247 

Newton by Frodsham, in Frodsham, 
198, 216, 219 n, 224, 248 

National Children’s Home and 
Orphanage, 248 

Newton by Malpas, in Malpas, 196, 
199, 221, 224 

Newton by Tattenhall, in Tattenhall, 
199, 225, 234 

Newton cum Larton, in St. Mary’s, 
Chester, 200, 217, 219, 225 

Nicholls, Wm., rector of Cheadle, 


41 

No Mans Land, E.P.P., 225 

Noctorum, in Woodchurch, 193, 200, 
207 N, 225, 239, 247, 249 

Norbury, in Marbury, 196, 199, 222, 
225, 246 

Norbury, in Stockport, 179, 184, 198, 
27 M2255) 232 

‘Norbury Low’ (unidentified), 179 

Norfolk, 103 

Norley, in Frodsham, 198, 216, 219 n, 


225 
North, Fred., Ld., 126, 135-6 
North Rode, see Rode, North 
North Wales, see Wales 
Northamptonshire, 103 
Northen Etchells, see Etchells, Nor- 





then 
Northenden (in Manchester from 
1931), 95, 188, 192-4, 2077, 


225, 246; and see Wythenshawe 
rector, 33 
Northern Rising, 118 7, 119 
Northwich, in Gt. Budworth, 2, 7, 
22, 31, 45-7) 49, 63, 74, 89, 122, 
LAs (L921 200, e217 1, 220 7, 
225, 239 N, 244 
by-pass, 93 
co. ct., 59 
highway bd. dist., 70 , 78 
hospital bd., 90 
ho. of correction, 48, 51 
hund., 23-4, 30, 51-2, 64-5, 68, 
70, 73, I9I N, 192, 225 
coroner, 29 
loc. bd., 77 ”, 78 
parl. rep., 140-1, 143 ”, 147, 160 
poor-law union, 75-6 
public library, 147 7 
R.D., 80, 81 7, 197, 225, 239 2 
salt springs, 244 
sessions ho., 63, 72 
U.D., 80, 817, 215 n, 216, 2177, 
220, 221 N, 225, 229 Nn, 237 nN, 
238, 239” 
Northwich, Castle, in Gt. Budworth, 
IQI 7, 208, 225, 244-5 
Norton, in Runcorn, 188, 198, 203 7, 
ZEST Z25 227 1,8 220,220) 11, 
242, 246 
abbey, 2 
abbot, 2, 27 
Nottingham, 
Mowbray 
Nottingham, 12 
Nottinghamshire, 34 
nurses, home and school, 90 


earl of, see Finch; 


Oakmere, in Delamere, 174, 
209 N, 214, 223 m, 226, 246 

Occlestone, in Middlewich, 1927, 
197, 222, 226, 239” 

Odd Rode, in Astbury, 191”, 195, 
204, 213 2, 226, 243, 245 


197; 
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Offerton, in Stockport, 198, 217, 
226, 232 
Offerton Green, 179 
oil-refining industry, 138 
Old Quay House, see Neston 
Old Withington, see Withington, Old 
Oldcastle, in Malpas, 196, 199, 221, 
226 
Ollerton, in Knutsford, 193-4, 220, 
226 
Onston, in Weaverham, 197, 213 7, 
2202357) 
Orbach, M., M.P., 149 
Orby: 
Phil. of, 3 
Ric., 181 
Thos., 169, 179, 181 
organization and methods unit, see 
Cheshire: co. council 
Ormesby, Sir Wm., justice of Chester, 
II 
Osborne, Thos., earl of Danby, 116 2 
Otterspool bridge, 179 
Oulton Lowe, in Over, 197, 209 n, 
226 
outlawry, 49 
Over; 2, 7, 177, 180, 191, 107, 213 7, 
223 nN, 226, 237-8, 246 
Over Knutsford, see Knutsford, Over 
Overmarsh, 23 - 
Overpool, in Eastham, 200, 214, 226 
Overton, in Malpas, 196, 199, 221, 
226 
Overton (Flints.), 11, 22 
Oxford University, 149, 164 
Christ Church coll., 149 
Oxfordshire, see Woodstock 
Oxton, in Woodchurch, 206, 226, 
239, 243 
loc. bd., 77 2, 78 
oyer and terminer, commissions of, 
33-4 


Packington, John, 13 
Page, Humph., 44-5 
Painel, John, chamberlain of Chester, 


20 
Pale, New and Old, in Delamere 
forest, 176 


Palmerston, Ld., see Temple 
Paris, Rob., chamberlain of Chester, 
10, 19-20 
parliamentary reform, 126 
Acts (1832), 126, 138-9, 141, 149, 
154, 156; (1867), 138-9, 141-2 
parliamentary representation, 98-166 
Partington, in Bowdon, 193-4, 207, 
226, 248 
peace, see clerk; commissions; justi- 
ces; keepers; quarter sessions; 
serjeants 
Peak District National Park, 91 
Peckforton, in Bunbury, 176, r91 7, 
196, 209, 226 
Pecton: 
John, 181 
Ric., 181 
Peel, Sir Rob., 135 
Pelham, Thos., duke of Newcastle, 
74, 126 
Penketh (Lancs.), 223 
Pennant, Thos., 71 
Pensby, in Woodchurch, 200, 226, 
238-9, 249 
People, the, 147 n 
Peover, Nether, in Gt. Budworth, 
192 N, 197, 209, 226 
Peover Inferior, in Gt. Budworth, 
I9I N, 193-4, 209, 226 
Peover Superior, in Rostherne, r91 n, 
193-4, 226, 228, 242 
Peploe, Sam., bp. of Chester, 121 
Percy, Hen., justice of Chester, 13, 24 
Peter the clerk, chief clerk of Ches- 
ter, 3 
petitions, see quarter sessions 


petty sessions, 62-4 
divisions, 64, 67, 79, 92 
Peytefinsty, road, 172 
Pickmere, in Gt. Budworth, 191 n, 
193-4, 209, 226, 239 n 
Picton, in Plemstall, 191 n, 194, 226 
Pimlico, in Westminster (Mdx.), 129 
Pipe Rolls, 4-5, 7 
Pirehill hundred (Staffs.), 205 1 
Pitt: 
Wm., sr., 134 
Wim, jt, 0260, 135 
plague relief, 50, 53 
planning, county, 84-5, 91-2 
pleas of the sword, 3-4 
Plemstall, 191, 205 n, 226 
Plumley, in Gt. Budworth, 1917, 
193-4, 209, 226 
Pole: 
John de la, justice of Chester, 12, 


I 
Sir Ric., chamberlain of Chester, 
20, 34 
Wm. de la, earl of Suffolk, justice 
of Chester, 13 
police, 72-3, 84, 92-3 
dists., 73 
rates, 68, 73, 86 
stas., 70 
superannuation fund, 73 
Police Acts (1856), 73; (1946), 92 
Poole, in Acton, 196, 202, 226 
Poor Law Amendment Acts (1834), 
75, 773 (1868), 189 
poor relief, 53, 75, 77 
poor-law unions, 67, 75-7, 79, 82, 90, 
188, 193 
Popery, Committee on, 106 
Popish Plot, 117 
Portland, duke of, see Bentinck 
Potteries district (Staffs.), 243 


Pott Shrigley, in Prestbury, 195, 
22,67 
Potts: 
Chas., 69 
Chas., s. of Chas., 69 
Chas. Wm., 69 
Hen., 69 


Reginald, clerk of the peace and 
clerk to co. council, 85 
fam., 69 
Poulton, in Pulford, 194, 226-7 
Poulton cum Seacombe, in Wallasey, 
236, 243, 247-8 
Poulton cum Spital, in Bebington, 
200, 205, 209 , 226, 241-2, 249 
Powis, marquess of, see Herbert 
Pownall Fee, in Wilmslow, 193, 207 7, 
PRG, PGT Ty PAD) FIRB) (0 BR, BLP 


247 

Powys, Littleton, puisne justice of 
Chester, 57 

Poynton, in Prestbury, 53, 96, 179, 
184, 195, 227, 246 

Poynton with Worth, 96, 195, 226, 
249 

pregnancy inquest, 49 

Prenton, in Woodchurch, 200, 206, 
226, 239 

Prestbury, 53, 96, 179, 192, 
2II n, 226-7, 237 n, 246 

petty sessional div., 64 

Preston Brook, 198, 225 n, 227, 229” 

Preston on the Hill, in Runcorn, 198, 
227-8, 242-3, 246 

Pride’s Purge, 108 

printing industry, 243 

Prior’s Heys, 199, 227, 235 ” 

prisoners, relief of, 49, 54 

prisons, see gaols 

private sessions, see justices of the 
peace 

Privileges, Committee of, 100-1 

Privy Council, 33, 43, 47, 50, 55, 103, 
rei 

protectionists, 146 


195, 
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provost-marshals, 50 

public assistance, 90-1 

Public Health Acts (1848), 77; (1872), 
79, 188, 193-200 

Public Libraries and Museums Act, 
1964, 89 

Public Record Office, 60, 94 

Public Record Office Act, 60 

Puddington, in Burton, 184, 194, 200, 
210, 227, 239” 

Greves, 187 
Pulford, 191, 194, 227 


Quakers, 109 
quarterly payments, 66-7, 69 
quarter sessions, 32, 41, 44, 52-3, 57, 
63-4, 66-74, 82, 86, 93, 103, 108; 
and see justices of the peace 
administrative activity, 49-51 
attendance, 44, 48, 61-2 
chairman, 62, 92 
deputy, 92 
committees, 62, 70 
finance, 68 
highways, 71 
police, 73 
criminal procedure, 49 
duration, 47 
houses, 65, 72; and see Knutsford; 
Nantwich; Northwich 
location, 45-7, 63 
orders, 47 
petitions to, 50 
rec., 47-8, 85, 94 
books, 47, 49-50, 63, 65-6 
estreat rolls, 48-9 
files, 47-8, 50 
indictment rolls, 48 
quo warranto proceedings, 34. 


Raby, in Neston, 200, 205, 224, 225 n, 
228 
Radcot Bridge, battle of, 13-14 
Radford, Thos., 38 
Radnor, in Astbury, 192 n, 195, 204, 
228, 231 7 
Raikes, H. C., M.P3-143'72)a45san505 
157 
railways, 138, 241-6 
Rainow, in Prestbury, 195, 227-8, 
242-3, 246 
Ralph, justice of earl of Chester, 3 
Ranulph (1), earl of Chester, 1, 172, 
184 
Ranulph (II), earl of Chester, 1-3, 
177, 184 
Ranulph (III), earl of Chester, 1-8, 
16, 169, 174-5, 178-9, 184-5, 187 
Ratcliffe, John, mayor of Chester, 
112-14, 127 n, 128 
rates, county, 53-4, 64-8, 70, 86-7 
assessment of, 67, 69 
‘Ratonfeld’ (Whitfield in Upton), 179, 
181 
Ravenscroft, in Middlewich, 192, 
1G'7, 920M 222028 
Reading (Berks.), 103 7 
Reaseheath Hall, in Nantwich, agri- 
cultural coll., 89 
‘Recognizance Rolls’, see Chester, 
palatinate of: Exchequer: rec. 
recognizances, 22, 117 
at Chester Exchequer, 21 
at quarter sessions, 47 
for good behaviour, 32 
of alehouse-keepers, 52 
to keep peace, 10, 32 
Record Society, see Lancashire and 
Cheshire 
records, county, 57, 94 
Redcliffe-Maud Report, 95 
Reddish, in Stockport (formerly 
Lancs.), 75 7, 232, 233” 
U.D., 188, 203 n, 233 2 
Redistribution Act, 1885, 138-9, 141 
Reeves’s High Tory Association, 135 


Reform Club, 150-1 
Regulation of the Forces Act, 1871, 74 
Relief of Poor in E.P.P.s Act, 1857, 
189 
rescue, 49 
Resumption, Act of, 28 
retro-comitatus, 35 
Rhenish Palatinate, 106 
Rhos (Denb.), 7-8 
Rhuddlan (Flints.), cast., 7, 11 
Rhuddlan, Statute of, 7 
Rhuvoniog (Denb.), 7 
Richard I, 2 ; 
Richard II, 11, 13, 23, 32, 96, 187 
Richard, earl of Chester, 1 
Richard, vicomte of Avranches, 1 
Richmond, archdeacon of, see Dod, 
Thos. 
Ridley, in Bunbury, 191 7, 196, 209, 
228, 248 
Ringway, 194, 217 1, 228 
riot damage, 64-5 
Rochester, bp. of, see Alcock 
Rock Ferry, 207 
Rockingham, marquess of, see Went- 
worth 
Rode, 75, 184 
Rode, North, in Prestbury, 179, 195, 
227-8, 246 
rogues and vagabonds, 52 
Romiley, in Stockport, 91, 208, 232, 
247; and see Bredbury and 
Romiley 
Rope, in Wybunbury, 196, 228, 240 
Rostherne, 96, 191-4, 228 
Rowton, in Christleton, 194, 199, 212, 
228 
royal aid, 65 
Royal Regiment of Ches. Militia, 74 
Rudheath, in Davenham and Sand- 
bach, 23, 192 7, 197, 209 n, 211 n, 
213, 221 N, 225 2, 228, 233, 246, 
249 
Runcorn, 89, 93, I9I, 217”, 225 Nn, 
228-9, 241-4, 246 
alkali works, 247 
copper works, 244 
COnct..59 
docks, 244, 246 
guildhall, 147 
improvement act commissioners, 
77-8 
new town, 92 
parl. rep., 140, 148 
petty sessional div., 64, 73 
poor-law union, 75—7 
R.D., 79-80, 81 7, 197, 199, 228 
secondary sch., 88 
shipbuilding industry, 244 
soap works, 247 
(CMD ero) 205 1, 6203 1, 215.72) 
216, 217 1, 223 N, 225 Nn, 227 Nn, 
229, 233 7” 
rural districts, 79-81, 188-90, 193- 
200 
rural sanitary districts, 79, 188-9 
Rushton, in Tarporley, 7, 197, 229, 
233-4 
Ruter: 
Avice, see Kingsley 
Ranulph le, 172 
Ryle, John, M.P., 150, 158 


Saighton, in St. Oswald’s, Chester, 
19I, 194, 199, 229 

St. Albans (Herts.), 139 

St. Albans Tavern Group, 135 

St. Asaph, bp. of, see Trevor 

St. Bridget, par., see Chester 

St. John, Sir Anthony, M.P., 1o1 

St. John the Baptist, par., see Chester 

St. John, Little, E.P.P., see Chester 

St. Martin, par., see Chester 

St. Mary-on-the-Hill, par., see Ches- 
ter 

St. Michael, par., see Chester 


INDEX 


St. Olave, par., see Chester 
St. Oswald, par., see Chester 
St. Peter, par., see Chester 
St. Werburgh’s abbey, see Chester 
Sale, in Ashton upon Mersey, 89, 91, 
203, 230, 243, 245 
boro., 79-80, 81 n, 189, 230 
loc. bd., 79 ” 
secondary sch., 88 
WEDs230 
Salford (Lancs.), 146 
Salisbury, Enoch, M.P., 145, 157 
Salisbury, earl of, see Montague 
Salt Compensation Board, 147 7 
salt industry, 122, 126, 138, 244-7 
Saltash (Cornw.), 1o1 1 
Saltersford, in Bollington, 183 
agric. coll., 89 
bridge, 71 ” 
Hall, 37 
sanatorium committee, joint, 90 
Sandbach, Rog. of, 4 
Sandbach, 141”, 192, 207, 209 Nn, 
213 N, 215 N, 223 N, 230, 237 
co. ct., 59 
loem been, 7 72417 .5 
(UID), Bey, 2O7/ 12, ZUG Ph PHO, 2337/77 
Sapey, Sir John, justice of Chester, 
II 
Saughall, in Shotwick, 194, 230 
Great Saughall, 194, 230 
Little Saughall, 194, 230 
Saughall Massie, in Bidston, 200, 
206, 217 1, 223 N, 230, 237 1, 249 


Savage: 
Christopher, 182 
Edm., 182 


John (d. 1386), 181 
John (d. 1450), 182 
Sir John (d. 1597), M.P., sheriff of 
Ches., 43, 54, 103, 105, 182 
John (fl. 1624), M.P., 111 
Ric., 182 
Thos., Vct. Savage, 54, 112, 175 
fam., 42, 102-3, III, 182 
scandalum magnatum, action of, 117 
school bds., 79 
school medical inspection, 90 
schools, 87—9 
boarding, 242-3 
Scolehall, John, sheriff and escheator 
of Ches., 25-6 
Scot, John le, earl of Huntingdon and 
Chester, 1, 5-6, 16, 177 
Scotland, 24, 104; and see Flodden 
Scott, Jas., duke of Monmouth, 74, 
116m, 117-18, 130 
Scrimgeour, Geof., clerk to co. 
council, 85 
Scrope, Wm. le, earl of Wiltshire, 
justice of Chester, 13 
Seacombe, in Poulton cum Seacombe, 
247 
Seagrave, Steph. of, justice of Chester, 
serjeants at law, 19, 40 
serjeants of the peace, 3, 29, 184; and 
see Bucklow, hund.; Sutton, Sir 
Ric. 
deputies, 29 
Seven Bishops, trial of, 129 
Seven Oaks, in Gt. Budworth, 191 n, 
198, 203 7, 209, 230 
Seymour: 
Edw., earl of Hertford and duke of 
Somerset, 104 
fam., 104 
Shaftesbury, earl of, see Cooper 
Shakerley: 
Sir Peter, M.P., 122, 128, 131-2 
fam., 119 
Shareshull, Sir Wm., 170 
Shavington cum Gresty, in Wybun- 
bury, 196, 213 7, 230, 240, 245, 
247, 249 
Shaw, John, 71 
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Sherd: 
John, 181 
Joyce, w. of John, 181 
Wm., 181 
fam., 181 
sheriff, see Cheshire 
Ship Money, 43, 54 
Shipbrook, in Davenham, 197, 213, 
230, 2377 
‘baron’ of, 2 
shipbuilding industry, 139, 146, 244 
Shocklach, 191, 230 
Church Shocklach, 199-200, 230 
Shocklach Oviatt, 199-200, 230 
shoe trade, 246 
Shops Acts, 86 
Shotwick, 7, 22, 34, 93, 192, 194, 230 
bailiff, 23 
park-keeper, 21, 34 
Shotwick Park, 192, 194, 230 
Shrewsbury, earl of, see Talbot, Geo. 
Shrewsbury (Salop.), 1 
Shropshire, 34, 37, 94, 134, 139, 188, 
195, 199, 203”, 237”; and see 
Drayton, Market; Shrewsbury; 
Tittenley; Whitchurch 
Shurlach, in Davenham, 197, 213, 
229 N, 230 


Shutlingsloe, in Macclesfield forest, 
183 

Siddington, in Prestbury, 195, 227, 
230, 246 


Sidebotham, J. W., M.P., 147 
Sidmouth, Vct., see Addington 
silk industry, 139, 146, 241, 244-6 
Simon, chief clerk of Chester, 3 
Simondessone: 

Joyce, see Stanley 

Rog., 181 
slavery, abolition of, 126 
smallholdings, 94, 248 
Smallholdings Act, 1907, 94 
Smallwood, in Astbury, 192”, 195, 


204, 230 
Smith: 
Je Be i57 


Sir Lawrence, M.P., ror n, 102-3, 
104.1, I10 N, 112 
Sir Thos. (d. after 1666), M.P., 
102 nN, 113-14 
SimeDhosy (da 1675). Via. La", 
129 
fam., of Hough, 102 
Snell, Geo., rector of Wallasey and 
archdeacon of Chester, 41 
Snelson, in Rostherne, 192”, 195, 
228, 230, 242 
Sneyd, Ric., M.P., recorder of 
Chester, 110”, 112” 
soap industry, 138, 248 
social services department, see Che- 
shire: co. council 
Sodor and Man, bp. of, see Forster 
soldiers: 
archers, 32-3 
billmen, 33 
foot-soldiers, 55, 74 
horsemen, 55, 74 
pioneers, 55 
Solihull (Warws.), 
Blaston 
Somerford, John, 182 
Somerford, in Astbury, 192”, 195, 
204, 230 
Somerford Booths, in Astbury, 192 7, 
195, 204, 231 
Somerset, duke of, see Seymour 
Soskice, Sir Frank, M.P., 149 
Sound, in Acton and Wrenbury, 196, 
203 1, 231, 240 
South Dorset Hunt, master of, 147 7 
South East Lancashire/North East 
Cheshire metropolitan area, 95 
Spain, 106 
Speaker’s Conference, 141 
Spital Boughton, see Boughton, Spital 


rector of, see 
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Sproston, in Middlewich, 16, 192 n, 
219 N, 222, 231 
Spurstow, in Bunbury, 1917, 196, 
200, 231, 241 
Stafford: 
Hugh, earl of Stafford, 181 
John, 183 
Thos., 183 
Wm., 185 
Stafford, cast., I 
Staffordshire, 2, 34, 178, 192 n, 203 n, 
245; and see Balterley; Biddulph; 
Burntwood; Dieulacres; Kids- 
grove; Newcastle-under-Lyme; 
Pirehill; Potteries; Stafford; 
Stoke-on-Trent 
sheriff, 183 
Stalybridge: 
boro., 79-80, 81, 82, 87, 188-9, 
203 N, 214, 223 nN, 231 
improvement act commissioners, 
77-8 
parl. rep., 141 
police, 92 
Stalybridge and Hyde, parl. rep., 
140-1 
Stamford, fam., 145 
Stamford and Warrington, earl of, 
see Grey, Geo. Harry 
Stamford Bridge, in Barrow, 174 
Stanley: 
A. Lyulph, M.P., 147 
Chas., earl of Derby, chamberlain of 
Chester, 61, 65, 182, 184 
Bais VER tsO—i isons 
Edw., earl of Derby, chamberlain 
of Chester, Id. lieutenant of 
Ches., 38-9, 54 
Edw., M.P., 143 


Geo., Ld. Strange, justice of 
Chester, 13 
Grim, 179 


Hen., earl of Derby, chamberlain of 
Chester, ld. lieutenant of Ches., 
28554, 105) 0En srooroA: 

Shir If, WS, @2 

Jas., earl of Derby, chamberlain of 
Chester, 43 

as Ld. Strange, chamberlain of 
Chester, Id. lieutenant of 
Ches., 38, 54 

Joan, see Baumvill 

John (fl. early 15th cent.), 167, 182 

Sir John (fl. 1812), 125-6, 151 

Joyce, m. Rog. Simondessone, 181 

Ric., 181 

Rog., 179, 181 

Sir Rowland, 43 

Sir Thos., 182-3 

Thos., Ld. Stanley, earl of Derby, 
justice of Chester, 13-14, 207, 


182 
W. ©:, MLR.) 145, 157 2 
Wm. (d. c. 1360), 185-7 
Wm., s. of Wm. (fl. 1361), 185-6 
Wm. (d. 1495), chamberlain of 
Chester, sheriff of Ches., 20, 


27 

Wm., s. of Wm. (fl. late 15th cent.), 
sheriff of Ches., 27 

Wm., earl of Derby (d. 1642), 
chamberlain of Chester, Id. 
lieutenant of Ches., 38, 40, 43, 


54 
Wm. Geo. Ric., earl of Derby, 74, 
119, 184 
fam., 54, 102, 105, 167, 169, 182-3 
of Alderley, 125 
Stanley, in Disley, 179, 181 
Stanlow, 192, 194, 215 7, 231, 248 
abbey, 177, 187 
Stanney, Great, in Stoke, 194, 214, 
230—=2 239 Mea 
Stanney Grange, 187 
Stanney, Little, in Stoke, 194, 211 n, 
230212350 


Stanthorne, in Davenham, 197, 213, 
231, 239 n, 246 

Stapeley, in Wybunbury, 196, 225 n, 
231, 239 N, 240, 245 

Stapleford, Bruen, in Tarvin, rg1 n, 
199, 231, 234 

Stapleford, Foulk, in Tarvin, ror n, 
MONO, 2G} i, PLC), Dehn, V4 

Star Chamber, 103 


Starky: 
Ric., 169 
Wm., 177 


Stayley, in Mottram in Longdendale, 
223, 231, 241, 246 
LOUD). mein 
Stephens, John, clerk of the peace, 68 
Stockham, in Runcorn, 198, 225 , 
22S 232 
Stockport: 
boro., 31, 124, 139, 147, 151-2, 154, 
189, 192, 208, 209n, 211 n, 
217 N, 232, 241-7 
‘baron’ of, 2 
barracks, 233 n, 242 
C.B., 79-80, 817, 82, 90, 94-5, 
188-9, 198, 203 n, 208, 209 n, 
210,27 1232 
coroner’s dist., 70 
COn.Cty 50 
Hazel Grove, q.v. 
ho. of correction, 72 
infirmary, 242 
parl. rep., 98, 139-41, 143, 145-8, 
150, 155-60, 162 
petty sessional div., 64 
police, 92 
poor-law union, 75-7 
R.D., 198, 232 
rector, see Murray 
Stockport North, parl. rep., 140, 
162 
Stockport South, parl. rep., 140, 
162 
workhouse, 75, 242-3 
Stockport Advertizer, 155 
Stockport Etchells, see 
Stockport 
Stockport Operatives’ Conservative 
Association, 152 
Stockport Regiment, 241 
Stockton, in Malpas, 196, 199, 221, 
232 
Stockton Heath, in Gt. Budworth and 
Appleton, 91, 198, 203 n, 217 n, 
232, 248; and see Wilderspool 
Stoke, 192, 194, 215 7, 232, 235 n, 247 
Stoke, in Acton, 172 n, 196, 202, 232 
Stoke-on-Trent (Staffs.), C.B., go 
Stoke and North Staffordshire unit- 
ary area, 95 
Stone Bridge, Chester, 71 
stone-quarrying, 241, 244, 246 
Storeton, in Bebington, 184, 200, 205, 
232 
Strange, Ld., see Stanley, 
Stanley, Jas. 
Stretford (Lancs.), parl. rep., 161-2 
Stretton, in Gt. Budworth, 191 n, 198, 
209, 232 
church, 247 
Stretton, in Tilston, 199, 232, 235 
Stuart: 
Ld. Colum Crichton, M.P., 148 
John, earl of Bute, 126 
Stublach, in Middlewich, 192 7, 197, 
2B fh PEP, PSP 
Styal, in Wilmslow and Pownall Fee, 
194, 227 N, 232, 239” 
subsidies and assessments, 10, 23-4, 
35» 43, 45, 54, 65, 98; and see 
mize 
Suffolk, earl of, see Pole, Wm. de la 
Sulyard, Sir Wm., justice of Chester, 
13 
Surrey, earl of, see Howard 
Surrey, 109, 147 


Etchells, 


Geo.; 
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surveyor and bridgemaster, see Che- 
shire 
Sussex, see Arundel 
East Sussex, 145 
Sutton: 
Adam (fl. late 12th cent.), 179 
Adam (fl. 1288), 179 
Alan, 179 
John (fl. 1288), 179 
John (fl. 1516), 179, 182 
Sir Ric. (fl. 1301), and his w., 
hereditary serjeants of the 
peace, 29 
Ric. (fl. 1581), 181 
fam., 179 
Sutton, Great, in Eastham, 200, 214, 
233, 246, 249 
Sutton, Guilden, 6, 191, 195, 199, 
205 N, 219 N, 233 
Sutton, Little, in Eastham, 200, 214, 


233 
Sutton, in Middlewich, 192 n, 197, 
PPM POS, We Faas 
Sutton, in Prestbury, 179, 181, O55 
221, 227, 233, 242-4, 246 
Sutton, in Runcorn, 198, 228, 229 n, 
233 
Sutton Downes, 179 
High Lee, 179, 181 
Macclesfield mills, 179, 184 
Swettenham, 192, 195, 233 
sword, pleas of the, see pleas 
Swyneshurst, in Macclesfield forest, 
183 
Sykes, Sir And., M.P., 147 
Sylvester: 
Agnes, m. Thos. de Baumvill, 185 
Alan, 184-5 
Joan, 185 


Tabley, de, fam., 145 > 
Tabley Inferior, in Gt. Budworth, 
191 N, 193-4, 209, 233, 239 
Tabley Superior, in Rostherne, 191 7, 
193-4, 221 n, 228, 233 
Tagg, Thos., 69 
Talbot: 
Geo., earl of Shrewsbury, 34 
Gilb., Ld. Talbot, justice of Ches- 
ter, 13 
John, earl of Shrewsbury, justice of 
Chester, 13 
Sir John, 174 
Margaret, w. of Sir John, 174 
tanneries, 247 
Tarporley, 172, 174, 192, 197, 233-4 
loc. bd., 77 n, 78 
WWD, Fy Ey Pa 
Tarvin, 6, 14, 24-5, 67, 69, 73, 191, 
211 M, 213 n, 217 n, 227 2, 234 
divisional executive for educ., 88 
elementary education administra- 
tive sub-committee, 88 
ho. of correction, 51 
park, 178 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 79-80, 81 7, 91, 194-6, 198— 
200, 211 ”, 234, 235 2 
Tattenhall, 191, 199, 234, 247 
Tatton: 


Tatton, in Rostherne, 191 7, 193-4, 
228, 234 

Tavistock (Cornw.), 103 7, 104 n 

Taxal, 179, 181, 188, 192, 195, 203 n, 
234, 239 7, 248 

Taylor, John, 178 

technical instruction, 87, 89 

Technical Instruction Act, 
87 

Temple, Hen., Vct. Palmerston, 157 

Tetton, in Warmingham, 195, 223 n, 
234, 236 

Thelwall, in Runcorn, 76, 79, 188, 
198-9, 203 n, 228, 234, 237” 


1889, 


Thingwall, in Woodchurch, 200, 206, 
234, 239 

Thomas, Faithful, 60 

Thornton, Childer, in Eastham, 200, 
205 N, 214, 219 N, 234, 246 

Thornton Hough, in Neston, 200, 
205 nN, 217 N, 224, 234, 246 

Thornton le Moors, 24”, 191, 194, 
231 N, 233 1, 234, 2377 

rector, see Byrom 

Threapwood (formerly Flints.), 188, 
IQI, 196, 199-200, 203 1, 234 

Throckmorton, Sir John, justice of 
Chester, 37 

Thurstaston, 192, 200, 219”, 235, 
238, 239” 

thwertnic, 4 

Thynne, Sir John, 104 

Tickhill (Yorks., W.R.), 12 1 

Tilston, 191, 235, 244 

Tilstone Fearnall, in Bunbury, 191 7, 
196, 199, 209, 235 

Timperley, in Bowdon, 193-4, 207, 
217 N, 235, 243, 245, 249 

Tintwistle, in Mottram in Longden- 
dale, 96, 193, 199, 223, 235, 242, 
244, 246 

R.D., 79-80, 81 7, 195, 199, 235 
Tipping, W., M.P., 143 2 
Tiptoft, Sir Pain, justice of Chester, 


II-12 

Tittenley, in Audlem (in Salop. from 
1895), 94, 188, 203”, 204, 
235 

Tiverton, in Bunbury, 191”, 196, 
199, 209, 235 


Toft, in Knutsford, 193-4, 220, 235, 


244 
Tollemache: 
THI, Woy MILES BAGS 
John R. D. Halliday, 156, 158 
John, M.P., 150, 153, 158 
fam., 145 
Tomlinson, Wm., 44 
Torkington, in Stockport, 184, 198, 
217 N, 232, 235, 245 
Town and Country Planning Act, 
1947, 91 
Townshend (Towneshend): 
Chas., 69 
EVE, 02, 
Hen., associate justice of Chester, 
vice-chamberlain of Chester, 
37, 39-40 
Rob., justice of Chester, 13-14 
townships, 52-4, 57> 64-7, 79; 72-6, 
188 
trading standards department, see 
Cheshire: co. council 
Trafford: 
Ric., 51 
Trafford, 62 
Trafford, Bridge, in Plemstall, 24 7, 
IQI N, 195, 226, 227 N, 235 
Trafford, Mickle, in Plemstall, 191 , 
195, 205 2, 226, 235 
Trafford, Wimbolds, in Thornton le 
Moors, 195, 227 7, 234-5, 237 
trailbaston, commission of, 18 
trained bands, 55 
captain-trainer, 53 
training officer, see Cheshire: co. 
council 
Tranmere, 205-6, 242, 245 
loc. bd., 77-8 
transport co-ordinator, see Cheshire 
co. council 
treasurer, county, see Cheshire 
Trenchard, Sir John, chief justice of 
Chester, 57 
trespass, criminal, 49 
Trevor, John, bp. of St. Asaph, 
chamberlain of Chester, 20 
Troutbeck: 
John, chamberlain of Chester, 
20-1, 33 


INDEX 
Wm., chamberlain of Chester, 
20-1, 174 

Sir Wm. (fl. early 16th cent.), 172 ” 

Trussell, Sir Wm., justice of Chester, 
II—12, 33 

Tunstall, Ric., chamberlain of Ches- 
ee i, PO) 

Tushingham with Grindley, in Mal- 
pas, 196, 199, 221, 236, 246 
Twemlow, in Sandbach, 192, 195, 

230, 236 
Tytherington, in Prestbury, 
207 N, 221 N, 227, 236, 246 


195, 


Uniformity, Act of, 115-16 
Upton, in Prestbury, 195, 221 1, 227, 
236, 246 
Whitfield, see ‘Ratonfeld’ 
Upton by Birkenhead, 192, 200, 2077, 
236, 247, 249 
Upton-by-Chester, in St. Mary’s, 
Chester, 191 7, 194, 211 7, 229, 
236, 241-4 
lunatic asylum, 62, 67-8, 72, 90, 
241-4, 248 
urban districts, 79-81, 188-90 
urban sanitary districts, 79, 188-9 
Usk, Adam of, 31 
Utkinton, in Tarporley, 197, 215 7, 
229 N, 233-4, 236 


Vale Royal abbey, 2, 8, 28, 102 m, 104, 
P74, 37758 
abbot, 2, 33, 178 
Vale Royal district, 95-6 
Vaughan, Thos., 34 
Venables: 
Hugh, heir of, 16 
Peter, M.P., 108, 115-16 
Sir Thos., M.P., 104-5 
fam., 42 
Vere, Rob. de, duke of Ireland, justice 
of Chester, 13-14 
Vernon: 
Sir Geo., 181 
Geo.-Chas., Baron Vernon, 153 
Margaret, m. Wm. Mather, 181 
Ric., 179, 181 


Thos., 44 
Wm., 181, 184 
fam., 145 


veterinary inspectors, 94 
Vivian, H. H., M.P., 1477 
Vosper, Dennis, M.P., 148 


Wales, 34 
Council in the Marches of, 10, 34, 
37-9, 41, 105, 112 
men of, 1-2, 33 
North Wales, 6 
prince of, see Arthur; Edw. Ts 
Edw., the Black Prince; Edw., 
s. of Hen. VI; Frederick; 
Llywelyn 
council, 10, 12, 34, 112 
princess of, see Joan 
Walgherton, in Wybunbury, 196, 236, 


240 
Wallasey, 192, 207”, 223m, 236, 
241-3, 247-8 


boro., 79, 82, 189, 236 
co. boro., 79-80, 81, 82, 87, 90, 
94-5, 189, 200, 2077, 223, 
231 n, 236 
loc. bd., 77-8 
New Brighton, see Brighton 
parl. rep., 140-1, 153, 162 
police, 92 
rector, see Snell 
WD, By, ato 
Wallerscote, in Weaverham, 
236-7, 239m 
Walley: 
Chas., M.P., 114 
J. K., vice-chairman of co. council, 


96 


197, 
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Walpole, Sir Rob., 123, 133 
Walsingham, Sir Francis, 39 
Walton, in Runcorn, 198, 203 n, 236 
Walton Inferior, 188, 198, 203 7, 
228, 236, 247-8 
Walton Superior, 198, 228, 236, 
244, 246 
Warburton: 
Sir Geo., M.P., 119, 122-3 
John, sheriff of Ches., 27 
Peter (d. 1621), of Grafton, M.P., 
vice-chamberlain of Chester, 
39-40, 110M, III 
Peter (d. 1626), of Arley, 42-3 
Peter (d. 1666), of Hefferton Grange 
38 
Phil. Hen., M.P., 135 
Thos., 27 
fam., 119 
Warburton, 193-4, 236 
Ward: 
John, 175 
R. A., M.P., 147 2 
Thos., 63 
War Department, 74 
Wardle, in Bunbury, 191 7, 196, 209, 
236 
Warford, Great, in Alderley, 195, 202, 
223 Nw 23052412 
Warford, Little, in Rostherne, 194, 
223 nN, 236 
Warmingham, 192, 196, 213 ”, 236 
Warren, Edw., 43, 52-3 
Warrington (Lancs.): 
boro., 189, 203 ”, 221 n, 236, 246, 
248 
bridge, 44, 50 
C.B., 95-6, 188, 198, 220, 233 ” 
dist., 95-6 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 79, 197-9, 203 1, 235 ” 
Warwick, earl of, see Nevill, Ric. 
Warwick, Thos., constable of Chester 


cast., II 
Warwickshire, see Kenilworth; Soli- 
hull 


Wastneys, Wm., 174 
Watkins, E. W., M.P., 143 7 
Waverton, 191, 199, 213 7, 236 
Weaver: 
Hen. (fl. 1270), 174 
Hen. (fl. 1310), 174 
Thos. (fl. 1280), 174 
Thos. (fl. 1347), 174 
Weaver, in Middlewich, 191 7, 197, 
21s 2220237 
Weaver, river, 67, 167, 172, 242, 245 
navigation, 67, 121-3 
Weaverham, Thos., 175 
Weaverham, 2, 7, 172, 177, 192, 197, 
203 N, 209 N, 213 N, 237 
Weaverham Lordship, 237 
Webb, F. W., 154 
weights and measures, see Cheshire 
welfare department, see Cheshire: co. 
council 
Wellesley, Arthur, duke of Welling- 
ton, 152 
Wensley, Thos., 167, 182-3 
Wentworth, Chas. Watson, marquess 
of Rockingham, 125-6 
Werden, Rob., M.P., 100, 127 ”, 128- 


30 

Werneth, in Stockport, 198, 218, 232, 
237, 241, 245, 248 

Wervin, in St. Oswald’s, Chester, 
IQI N, 195, 229, 235 N, 237 

West, John, 157” 

West Cheshire Railway, 246 

West Kirby, see Kirby, West 

Westminster, dukes and marquesses of, 
see Grosvenor 

Westminster (Mdx.), 18; and see 
Belgravia; Mayfair; Pimlico 

cts., 40, 56 
Westmorland, 34 


ACHIS TORY OF CHESHIRE 


Weston, in Runcorn, 198, 228, 229 n, 
237, 242-3, 247, 249 
Weston, in Wybunbury, 196, 225 n, 
237, 240 
Wettenhall, John, 174. 
Wettenhall, in Over, 196, 226, 237 
Whaley Bridge (Derb.), U.D., 219 n, 
235 n 
Whalley (Lancs.), 2, 239 
Wharton, in Davenham, 207 n, 213, 
237-8, 242, 244, 246 
Whatcroft, in Davenham, 197, 213, 
225 N, 237 
Wheelock, in Sandbach, 192 n, 195, 
217 2, 230, 230 1, 237, 247 
Whelley waste, in Macclesfield forest, 
183-4 
Whitby: 
Edw., recorder of Chester, 112-13 
Thos., sheriff of Chester, 112 
fam., 113 
Whitby, in Eastham and Stoke, 192 7, 
200, 214, 215 N, 232, 237, 242-4, 
246, 248; and see Ellesmere Port 
and Whitby 
Whitchurch, John, 175 
Whitchurch (Salop.), 192, 237 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 79, 199 
U.D., 203 n, 223 n, 225 n 
White, Jos., 154 
Whitegate, 192, 227 , 237 
Whiteley Green, in Macclesfield 
forest, 179 
Whitelocke, Jas., justice of Chester, 


37 
Whitfield in Upton, see ‘Ratonfeld’ 
Whitley, Rog., M.P., 100, 127 n, 128- 


ar 
Whitley, in Gt. Budworth, 198, 238 
Higher Whitley, 191 7, 198, 209, 
238, 244 
Lower Whitley, 191 7, 198, 200, 
238 
Widnes (Lancs.), boro., 96 
Wigan (Lancs.), 131 
Wigland, in Malpas, 196, 199, 221, 
238, 246 
Wilbraham: 
Geo;, M.P’, 143) 140, 153, 156, 158 
Ric. (d. 1558), M.P., 101 , 103 n, 
104 
Ric. (d. 1643), 43, 54, 107 
Sir Rog., 1o1 
Thos., 43 
fam., 145 
Wildboarclough, in Prestbury, 183, 
195, 227, 235, 238, 242, 244, 
246 
Wilderspool, in Stockton Heath, 44, 
50 
Wilkes, John, 135 
Willaston, in Neston, 200, 205 7, 
215%, 221 Nn, 224, 227n, 238, 
246, 248-9 
Willaston, in Nantwich and Wybun- 
bury, 192 2, 196, 224, 231 n, 238, 
240, 244-6 
Willesden (Mdx.), 149 
William I, 1, 5 
William III, 74, 130 


Williams: 
aXe ills INS RR Series 7, Tar 
John, 157” 
Wm., M.P., recorder of Chester, 
127 nN, 128-30 
Sir Wm., 121 
Willington, 177, 192, 199, 238 
Willoughby, Sir Ric., 170 
Wilmslow, 91, 96, 192, 203 n, 206, 
207 N, 211 N, 217 nN, 227 Nn, 238 
fire service dist., 93 
loc. bd., 79 
U.D., 80, 203 n, 206, 211 n, 213 n, 
216, 217 n, 226, 238 
Wilson, Harold, prime minister, 162 
Wiltshire, earl of, see Scrope 
Wiltshire, 188 
Wimbolds Trafford, 
Wimbolds 
Wimboldsley, in Middlewich, 192 n, 
197, 222, 238 
Wincham, in Gt. Budworth, 191 7, 
197, 209, 223 1, 227 n, 233 n, 238, 
245 
Wincle, in Prestbury, 195, 227, 238, 
243, 246 
window tax, 64 
wines, import of, 110 
Winnington, in Gt. Budworth, 191 n, 
197, 209, 225, 238 
Winsford, 213 n, 223 n, 231 n, 238 
bridge, 67 
guildhall, 147 n 
loc. bd., 79” 
U.D., 80, 197, 213 n, 223 n, 231 7, 
23 
Winstanley, Michael, 161 
Wire ind., 247 
Wirral, 92, 96, 102, 105, 124, 127, 132, 
138 
forest, 23, 167, 169-71, 175, 184-7 
highway bd. dist., 70 n, 78 
hospital bd., 90 
hund., 241, 50, 52-3, 64-5, 67-8, 
73-4, 185, 238 . 
higher diy., 191 m, 192, 193 
lower div., 192, 193 n 
parl. rep., 140-3, 147-8 
poor-law union, 75-6, 241 
R.D., 79, 193-4, 199-200, 205 n, 
207 N, 219 n, 238 
U.D., 79-80, 199, 203”, 205 n, 
209 N, 217 N, 219 nN, 235 nN, 238 
Wirswall, in Whitchurch (Salop.), 
196-7, 199, 237-8 
Wistaston, 192, 197, 213 n, 238, 249 
vicar, see Brooke, Thos. 
Withenshaw, in Macclesfield forest, 
179 
Withington, in Prestbury, 196, 238 
Lower Withington, 196, 227, 238, 
242-3 
Old Withington, 196, 227, 238 
Witton cum Twambrooks, in Gt. 
Budworth, 16, 192 , 209, 221 n, 
225, 238, 244-5 
loc. bd., 77 n, 78 
Wolton, Thos., escheator of Ches., 
26 
Woodbank, in Shotwick, 195, 230, 
239 


see ‘Trafford, 
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Woodchurch, 192, 200, 207 n, 235 n, 
239 

Woodcott, in Wrenbury, 197, 239-40 

Woodford, in Prestbury, 196, 217 n, 
227, 239, 243-4, 246, 249 

Woodhouse, John, chamberlain of 
Chester, 19-20 


Woodstock, Thos. of, duke of 
Gloucester, justice of Chester, 
13-14 


Woodstock (Oxon.), 18 
Woolstanwood, in Nantwich, 197, 
213 Nn, 224, 239 
Woolston (Lancs.), 221 n, 235 
Worcestershire, 34, 37; and see 
Bewdley 
workhouses, 75-7, 241-4 
Worleston, in Acton, 87, 196, 202, 
225 2, 239 
Worth: 
Hen., 179 
Thos. (fl. 1288), 179 
Thos. (fl. 1351), 181 
fam., 181 
Worth, in Prestbury, 196, 227, 244, 
246 
Wrenbury, 192, 205 n, 240 
Wrenbury cum Frith, 197, 240 
Wrenbury Hall tuberculosis colony, 
go 
Wrennok son of Kenewrek, 176 
Wrexham (Denb.): 
poor-law union, 76 
R.D., 196, 199-200 
writs: 
certiorari, 11 
corpus cum causa, 39 
de coronatore eligendo, 35 
diem clausit extremum, 26 
gen. livery, 40 
judicial, 16, 34-5, 58 n 
original, 16, 34-5, 58 
ouster le main, 40 
Wybersley, 179-81, 184 
Wybunbury, 6, 192, 197, 240 
Wychough, in Malpas, 196, 199, 221, 
240, 246 
Wyleye, Gilb. de, 174 
Wythenshawe, in Bowdon and North- 
enden, parl. rep., 162 
Wyvillite Association, 135 


Yale, David, chancellor of diocese of 
Chester, 41 
Yeardsley cum Whaley, in Taxal, 234, 
240, 247 
loc. bd., 77 n, 78 
U.D., 188, 203 n, 240 
Yerburgh, R. A., M.P., 147 
Yerworth, John, M.P., 39, 111 
York, duke of, see James II; Langley, 
Edm. of 
York, 1, 33, 100 
abp. of, see Melton 
Yorkshire, 33-4; and see Mossley; 
Tickhill; York 
Young, Thos., escheator and sheriff 
of Ches., 25 


Zouche, Alan la, justice of Chester, 
7-8 
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